Aristotle's Rhetoric, March 30. 1964 


Strauss - U. of Chicago 


(in progress) Strauss: Now let us read a few passages from the 
Tonics to get an access to this. Begin here at Topics 101 a 25: 

Student: "After the above remarks the next point is to explain for 
how many and for what purposes this treatise is useful. They 
are three in number: mental training, conversation, and the phil¬ 
osophic sciences." 

Strauss: The philosophic sciences means for Aristotle, includes 
for Aristotle, what we now call natural sciences. Continue. 

Student: "That it is useful for mental training is obvious on the 
face of it, for if we have a method we shall be able more easily 
to argue about the subject proposed. It is useful for conversa- 
tionjbecause having enumerated the opinions of the majority we 
shall be dealing with people on the basis of their own opinions." 

Strauss: Aristotle actually says "the opinions of the many." 

That is not quite the same as "the opinions of the majority." 

Can you read the sentence again? 

Student: "It is useful for conversations because having enumerated 
the opinions of the many we shall be dealing with people on the 
basis of their own opinions, not on those of others, changing the 
course of any argument which they appear to us to be using wrongly." 

Straussi But you take out one part that makes it somewhat clearer. 
"Every argument ad hominem (inaudible)" Now what is an argument 
ad hominem ? Some of you will know this. 

Student: An argument directed against an individual, rather than 
a topic. 

Strauss: That is not precise enough. The premise from which you 
start is granted by the (inaudible) of the conversation. You 
argue from these premises and i t i s irrelevant for this argument 
whether these premised are true or not. But it is sufficient, 
however, for refuting it, if he grants you something, what he 
grants you is the premise. And then you will dra w i nferences from 
it and if the inferences are destructive of his posixion then it 
is refuted. To that extent argument -can be very valuable, but it 
is not of course an argument, a scientific argument proper , be¬ 
cause it_does not start from premises that are true. And therefore 
we see how (inaudible) the connection with the Platonic dialogues. 

Is an argument within an individual, or a kind of individual, 
(inaidible) of a give and take? In a scientific exposition there 
is not necessarily a give and take. There can be a coherent ex¬ 
position without any exchange. Please go on. 

Student: "For the ohilosoohic sciences it is useful because if we 

L fc 

are able to raise difficulties on both sides we shall more easily 
discern both truth and falsehood on every point. Further, it is 
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useful in connection with the ultimate bases of each science, for 
it is impossible to discuss them at all on the basis of the principles 
peculiar to the science in question, since the principles are pri-' 
mary in relation to everything else, and it is necessary to deal 
with them through xhe generally accepted opinions of each (inauddible), 
This process belongs peculiarly, or most appropriately, to dialectic, 
for being of the nature of an investigation it lies along the path 
to the principles of all methods of inquiry." 

Strauss: Now let us try to understand that. The scientific syllogism 
is the one which starts from, two premises.without any (inaudible) 
authority. But how do you arrive at the true premises? More 
radically stated: how do you arrive at the highest principles of 
the sciences? You cannot possibly derive them from something 
higher. You can arrive at them only by ascending from what is gen¬ 
erally accepted. Not that what is generally accepted is simply" 
true, but is the (inaudible). Th^ argument leadinff up from gener¬ 
ally accepted truths on the subject to xhe true.principles is also 
Quu.tkc Tics . And, therefore, there is this fundamental ambiguity. 

In one sense, take the enterprise as a whole, it is lower than 
science, it doesn't make use of scientific syllogisms; but in an¬ 
other sense it is higher than science because it is. the way to 
arrive at the highest principles. This ambiguity is essential to 
(inaudible). One can also say what Aristotle means by oiautct/w 
is not identical, but has much in common in what in the Middle 
Aees the art of disputation. The art of disputation is also one 
which argues on the basis of what the other disputant admits and 
therefore the famous negative principle: yo u c anno t di spute against 
him who denies the premise. We will find already m the beginning 
of the Rhetoric some references to the art of because 

for Aristotle QtAuiCTics and rhetoric are closely akin and one 
cannot understand right rhetoric properly if one does not consider 
(inaudible) OiALUtmcs . We could read a few more passages to give 
some explanation. At first I would like to know far . . . 

Mr. _. 


Student: Is dialectic the only way of getting to the principles? 

Strauss:If scientific, superficially stated, if all science starts 
from premises, then_ there must be something else by which you 
arrive at those premises. This is clear. But that is too general 
to be helpful, but only provisional. Now, let us look at political 
things, at political matters. There, how do you proceed, even to¬ 
day? Anybody? where do you begin according to xhe (inaudible)? 

I mean, I'm not speaking now about the man who studies elections 
in this country because it is not necessary (inaudible) the whole 
enterprise. Where do we start? 

Student: The average man? 

Strauss: No, no'. In political science. We can also come back 
to consider the average map later. 

Student; In this country we start by looking at the Constitution. 

Strauss: Yes, but still, if someone studies the electoral process, 
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sure you have to know the general framework within which the elec¬ 
tions take place. But then the questions which the Constitution 
raises don't apply to the questions which the student of elections 
is studying. Or do they? 

Studenti No 

Straussi The mere signs of the Constitution (inaudible), but you 
have to go beyond the Constitution. Now what is the (inaudible)? 

If we (inaudible) from definitions, how do we get the definitions? 
What is the meaning of definitions? ’ Now according to one view 
definitions are fundamentally arbitrary, but the only thing is 
you must never use the term later on in your reasoning except in 
the same (inaudible). There is a book by (inaudible), I forgot 
now the title, which supplies such definitions. It was written 
about ten years ago. But still, how do we arrive at such defini¬ 
tions? How do we arrive at them? Must we not s tar t fr o m u sage? 

So in other words that the definition ~oT (inaudible) must'not be 
made in such a way that it is the definition rather of roofs of 
houses. So that everyone would be reminded of roofs of houses 
when in fact you say (inaudible). It would be absurd. So you 
start, in fact, from usage. Good, but usage is of course covered, 
and this is the trouble, by a certain ambiguity, ambiguities of 
various kinds. Do you think only of such a key word, not to go 
into any detail, when you say the subject matter of political 
science is power? Nov/ what is power? There is electric power, 
and other kinds of power. Obviously that is not what the political 
scientist is concerned with. What is it? How do we go from here 
after we have said the word "power"? I mean how do we go from here? 
If we wanted to know what "to rule" should be understood to mean? 


Studenti If we want to know what "power" means in any particular 
instance, we should look for a common element of the various uses 
of "power." 

Straussi Electric cower? 


Studenti No. 


Straussi Why do you exclude electric power? 

Studenti Well, a common sense judgment, 

Straussi I see. And I think one would also say that in addition 
to electric power there are other kinds of pov/er among human beings, 
like that of the loan shark over his debtor. This is definitely 
a form of power of one human being over another human being. We 
also would not think particularly of that, I think, or of the power 
which a bully in a schoolyard or elsewhere has over others. Some¬ 
how we have in mind political power, unless all pov/er which men 
have over men is political. Good, but then what is political 
(inaudible)? How do we go from here? We could not possibly be¬ 
gin to speak clearly about political matters without knowing what 
"oolitical" is. Well since we are in great trouble, how did 
Aristotle proceed? 
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Student: He proceeded by first looking at smaller relationships 
(inaudible) . . . and then shows that this grew into a relation¬ 
ship among men that was self-sufficient for their needs. And that 
this particular relationship between men was a political relation¬ 
ship. And so it was around the experiences of something called 
a "polis" that he identified what is political. 

Strausss Yes, of course, you forgot to say "tribe," but I would 
say it much more simply as follows: He started with the fact 
that "political" is an adjective derived from the noun "polis" 
which we translate as the "city." And then he said I can't answer 
the question what the political is if I don't know v/hat the city 
is because political must be something that belongs to the city 
in one of the various ways of belonging, in one way or the other. 

Now you see this throws some light on our difficulties, tfe still 
use the adjective, as a matter of course. And these people who 
speak of a department of government and others of a department of 
political science . . .(inaudible). /Vhy cannot one replace political 
by government? Political has very much to do with government and 
perhaps government is a (inaudible) of political. But why cannot 
one agree with this? Is there some simple reflection? 

Student: Government should be understood as a restriction of 

political. 

Strauss? In what sense? 

Student: In the sense that government usually pertains to a 

legislative-executive relationship, whereas political still gives, 
(inaudible), what makes up the civic relationship. 

Strauss: Well in other words everything leading, well if one 
could say for example, elections are related because they are the 
form in which the legislative and executive are (inaudible). 

But still what you say I think points in the right direction. 

Let me take the simplest example. I think everyone would admit ' 
that a war is a political phenomenon. Can it be called a relation¬ 
ship between governments? Is this sufficient for describing a 
war? No, I think it wouldn't work. I mean, you know that a 
declaration of war, breaking off of diplomatic relations, and 
so on and so on is simply not sufficient. 'Afar is between the two 
nations, or more nations. So while government may be the core 
of political, it is not the whole. So now this kind of reflections 
which we make, which are^very provisional, are the ones which are 
in a way ore -scientific. We start from what everyone, or every¬ 
one who is of sound mind, would admit, and then we go on until we 
reach something where we have the feeling this is now the core of 
the issue and here we concentrate. And then we must raise the 
question, we__cannot avoid raising the question, since we do not 
have any longer any polis what is the present day equivalent of 
the polis — to rind our way . . .(inaudible). Clearly, there is 
some kinship between what we talk about when we speak of political 
and what Aristotle is talking about. But the core, the polis, is 
no longer here. There must be some equivalent. And we would have 
to discover it and then we could go on from here. This kind of 
reflections are ore-scientific but obviously not rhetorical. 



dialectics 

(inaudible) And this is what Aristotle means by (inaudible). 

And this is in agreement with the Platonic procedure in the 
dialogues, only in the Platonic dialogues almost always linked 
up with another kind of 0>^cc<nc5 into which I do not now go in 
order not to confuse. I wonder whether there is someone here who 
would defend the thesis, regardless whether he believes in it or 
not, whether it is possible to do away entirely with the need for 
rhetoric in particular because otherwise there is no access to 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric . Whether it would not be possible, not now 
of course as everyone would admit, but in a better future to have 
a society in which rhetoric, as rhetoric, is wholly superfluous, 
in which all argument would be of a scientific or technical — 

You know this notion is somehow in the world, the expectation is 
in the world. Mr. _ 

Student: (inaudible) are pointed in that direction. Eventually 

through science and proper education, we will solve the problem. 

Strauss: What is proper, education? 

Student: Using facts. 

Strauss: I think that, but not only that. I mean after all, did 
you ever read Human Nature and Conduct ? 

Student: Yes. 

Strauss: This is. not too narrow a view (inaudible). Dewey is not 
a present day positivist. Dewey has an ethics. This ethics may 
not be satisfactory, but it is an ethical teaching. Whereas what 
you havo today is merely a theory about the logical stages of 
ethical proDositions, but no ethical teaching, no teaching about 
the good life. Dewey has a teaching about the good life. The 
present day view is that there can only be a teaching about the 
various conceptions of the good life, or how to talk about the 
good life, but not about the good life itself. Dewey has such a 
teaching. 

Student: Couldn’t one say, Mr. Strauss, that you sell modern . 

day social science much too short. You do not appreciate it ... 

Strauss: That is what I mean, that is what I mean . . . 

Student: You do not appreciate it because you want modern social 
science to know now what modern day natural science has known 
after only 500 years of work. 

Strauss: Yes, this is exactly the argument against . . . 

Student: Not only that, but if you read Rousseau, as I’m sure 
you have, you realize what progress (inaudible) the noble savages 
to when — take their own beliefs, their own beliefs about (inaudible) 
the normal way of getting things done. And how ".e’ve progressed 
today to where peocle are released, some abject criminal is released 
on some little technicality of being pushed by a police officer, 
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or sonethin/i like that. Look how far we’ve come today. (Inaudible) 

Straussi But isuch a situation rhetoric would have no place 
whatever. 

Students Can I make another contribution to the devil? Some forms 
of psychoanalysis are not rhetoric, but client centered therapy 
where you just pay somebody to sit around and nod understanding!y 
and the criminal talks out all his difficulties, and this is not 
rhetoric, but science. 

Straussi I don’t know about the criminal, but how about the patient? 

Student: Well he just talks and comes to remember everything, like 
a good Platonic soul he remembers his earliest childhood and he's 
so liberated from his fears and goes and sins no more. And fail¬ 
ing that we give him tranquilizers. 

Strauss: But still, however that may be true, no modern man would 
say that a man of the cross (?) is a scientist. He is only an ob¬ 
ject of science. And with psychoanalysis, it is true, scientists 
have their correct way of getting data which were hitherto unknown 
and on the basis of the knowledge of this data he can make a 
proper diagnosis and (inaudible). And so this would only confirm: 
it. In other words, this is what you say. New provinces of life 
have been discovered, or are in the process of being discovered, 
and we cannot be<?in to know, there may be some other individuals 
like Freud in the future who, not exactly in this sphere, but in 
other spheres, make such radical discoveries. No one can predict 
them. It will not be possible, there will not be any need for 
rhetoric, and all speech will be scientific speech. Now I be¬ 
lieved you implied this poor fellow who has his troubles is wholly 
unable to speak scientifically about his troubles, he is only an 
object of science- 

Student: He is in effect brought to scientific speech. Instead 
of being given the pep talk by the social worker,which would be 
oersuasive, he__ is brought through unemotional speech to under¬ 
stand his own emotions dispassionately. 

Strauss: By the way, do you know what I think some scientists 
know that the core of this thought is that exhortation, or any 
other exhortatory devices, are much less good for liberating us 
from the power of our passions than the scientific analysis of 
our passions. If someone is in the grip of a passion, and then 
the traditional (inaudible) is this: Remember that you are a human 
being. Think of the dignity of men. What a disgraceful thing to 
be a slave of your rage'. (inaudible) But then people say no,~ 
simply analyze it. Work out the efficient causes of your rage now, 
and by making this process of the genesis of your rage fully con¬ 
scious, have a clear and distinct idea of your rage instead of 
the confused idea. That was Spinoza. Some peoole know this al¬ 
ready, that this whole idea is much older than Freud, and that 
there is no place to speak of in Spinoza for rhetoric. And I do 
not remember off hand any passage where he affirms the necessity. 
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But I wish only that we could (inaudible) that there is on the 
basis of the now prevailing notions it is hard to see how rhetoric 
can at all be legitimate. There is only one difficulty, and that 
is as is also admitted by social science today the value judgments 
can ultimately not be established by scientific reasoning. 

Studenti Yes, but what if the time comes when they're putting 
little things in the brain and using electric currents, they can 
make all men do what they want them to do? 

Strauss: Yes, sure, but, I have no doubt, I adopt it as a per¬ 

fect possibility that (inaudible) compared to which what we have 
seen is child's play. But the question is, these fellows who 
brainwash you, sup er brainwa sh you, will do this for some values, 
whatever they may be.' "THese values cannot be established rationally, 
or else social science would have to undergo a radical reform 
and much greater than what Freud and such people (inaudible). 

So that value judgments, the highest value principles, are again 
capable of being rationally validated. I believe, therefore, that 
the ordinary view that let only psychology and such sciences catch 
up with physics and chemistry then we have got into trouble by the 
atomic bomb and similar things and the trouble exists only because 
psychology has not yet caught up with physics and chemistry. 

The same limitation of physics and chemistry, that they cannot say 
how to use the powers supplied by physics and chemistry, applies 
of course also to psychology and sociology. I mean, these famous 
conclusions of social science regarding discrimination and”'inte¬ 
gration were of course not simoly scientific, but were based on 
certain value premises which they cannot validate. I mean if 
someone would simply say (inaudible) which has vigorous prejudices 
and then if something is proven to be based on a prejudice . . . 
(inaudible). The very principle that the society should be ra¬ 
tional cannot be established by reason given the present day view 
of the difference between factual and value assertions. Mr. _ 

Student: Is your criticism of the impossibility of modern social 

science to rationally validate its value judgments . . . 

Strauss: That it is only assertion. 

Student: Yes. Is your criticism so clear against a man like Dewey? 

Strauss: It would be entirely different, (inaudible) which came 

to this country from Europe and probably more//ia Max Weber than 
by anybody else, though Max Weber did not originate it. And Dewey 
is pre-Weberian, to use another language, Dewe y is .pre-critical. 
Dewey's ethical doctrine is in one respect a modification of a 
(inaudible), in one respect, but I think more clearly a modifica¬ 
tion _of_ Aristotle. I mean the content is entirely different, but 
the formal structure reminds (?) that the good life is a virtuous 
life. And the virtuous life is defined (inaudible). He makes the 
fundamental distinction between custom and impulse. Now custom 
is the inherited. We always (inaudible) the inherited as proper. 

But on the basis of custom, and the idpa of the specific inheri¬ 
tance of a given society, there are always individual impulses 
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which are, which differ from the merely custom and what we 
would call (inaudible). Now to take the side of custom against 
impulse is reactionary . To take the side of the impulse against 
custom and the moresis an archistic . So you must strike a ba¬ 
lance between custom and impulse and this balance will differ 
for different individuals in different situations. This is very 
crudely the Deweyan view. So reason, judgment, is very impor¬ 
tant , striking the balance. And it is not very clear that this 
striking the balance is essentially the affair of science. As 
though one could very well say that Dewey might admit that there 
are men of judament and men lacking judgment, and the men lack¬ 
ing judgment must go then to some technician. For example, 
should they marry this girl? Some people say that I am the 
best judge of whom I should marry and others would have no faith 
in their judgment and they go to a marriage counselor, who would 
on the basis of the results of science on happy and unhappy 
marriages hand down an advice. But the key point in Dewey's 
(inaudible) seems to me to be this* There is no prohibition (?) 
in Dewey that there could be something like evil in men. The 
place of evil is rather taken by the vested interests, meaning 
the non-impulsive, the mere custom, the inherited. And this I 
believe is a serious defect, Aristotle took this into serious 
consideration, that there is an evil and therefore there are 
kinds of problems that cannot be"solved by mere judgment alone, 
whether it is that of a (inaudible) of oneself, where you simply 
have to put your foot down. And whether you have the will power 
to do it or not, not much can be said about it. Not much can 
be done about it. 

Studenti My reflection on this was that if the assertion that 
was discussed is true, then the tendency of a teaching like 
Dewey's would be to do away ultimately with the necessity for 
rhetoric. If that is true it's very interesting that it would 
be advanced by a man who would be considered a rhetorician of 
the first class. 

Strauss t I believe that even the greatest admirers of Dewey have 
never said that he is a rhetorician of the first class. He is 
a singularly ineffective writer. In Human Nature and Conduct , 
which gives Dewey’s ethics, there is, if I remember correctly, 
not a single example. You know, in matters of conduct examples 
are abs ol utely necessary to (inaudible). No I think Dewey never 
was regarded as a great stylist by anyone, and style and rhetoric 
have something in common. Mr. _ 

Student* I think that in talking about the study of psychology 
or psychiatry, we have to beware of attributing to psychology, 
or psychiatry, or psychoanalysis the views that are prevalent 
among only some practitioners in these fields, I had a conver¬ 
sation about a week ago with a very prominent psychiatrist who 
went cut of his way in the course of the conversation to deny 
any belief at all remotely approaching the assertion that psycho¬ 
analysis was omnipotent, and regarded it as a rather perverse 
use of the methods or techniques of the field to do away^vith 
the notion of the criminal, or to do away with the need^rhetoric, 
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coercion, and asserted very strongly that psychoanalysis in his 
view was a method that could work only within a certain set of 
assumptions or beliefs about what's good, and such things. 

Strauss j And also certain institution. 

Studenti Yes, and could not be used with just anybody. The mere 
fact that someone submits to that method of therapy is a sign 
of having accepted a whole host of institutions and attitudes 
without which the method just couldn't work. 

Strauss j The institutions most obvious. , of course — if some 
psychiatrist tried to set up shop in Moscow he would find it 
(inaudible). So in other words you must have negatively a kind 
of government which Is willing to accept the basic premises of 
psychoanalysis, which is not peculiar to psychoanalysis, which 
can be stated as followsi that the solution of the social pro¬ 
blem, of the society, is not the solution of the problem of the 
individual. This Marxism asserts (?), asserts it, and the Marx¬ 
ist would simolv say, of course there is no guarantee that if 
there is a world of communism there would be no unhappy love, 
but they would simply say that if a man or a woman take unhappy 

1 nvo eori nucl J/ Hon f >I i O i o o o i try* /■» -f* ** 

feetion. There was a (inaudible) about Siberia, I do not know 
whether some of you have seen it, but they presented this pro¬ 
blem and quite impressively, of how a communist would get rid 
of this kind of problem, reminding himself of the duty to society 
and that this was a merly private problem. So surely, you know 
that in Freud himself there is this famous premise, Freud was 
the opposite of an optimist regarding the future, as you know, 
and especially (inaudible) that there is in man a death urge 
which as someone conversant with this kind of thing has told me 
has not been accented by any of Frond's students. The existoneo 
of such a self-destructive thing which cannot be (inaudible) to 
broken homes, or any thing of this kind, shows of course that 
Freud did not believe in the omnipotence of any technique. 

Students This man was shocked by (inaudible) people who are 
students of political science who thought that the aim of poli¬ 
tical science was a reduction of the subject matter to psycho¬ 
logy, or psychiatry. 

Straussi But you see then he should address his shock, or his 
complaint, to the men who did it. And I know only one thing. 

No one I believe has a greater significance in this respect than 
H ffrcLo Lasswell, and I heard to me great surprise from my col¬ 
league, Leites, that he agrees fundamentally with Lasswell in 
this respect, and he had made a study along these lines, . . . 
(inaudible). And I said I'm so surprised to think that Lasswell 
. . . (inaudible). He said that Lasswell does no - longer have 
this belief, that belief in psychoanalysis which he had 20 or 
30 years ago. So today, I believe, who is there in social science, 
especially in political science, who has this great belief in 
psychoanalysis? In his earlier period that was shown very well 
by Hobert Horwitz in his critical analysis of Lasswell, Lasswell's 
view amounted to this, that strictly speaking the people who 
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should rule society would be psychoanalysts«. because they are 
the only ones who can juds;e whether someone is sane and sober and 
balanced, or not. And this, of course, is incompatible with dem¬ 
ocracy and its a certain ultimate step with which Lasswell seems 
to have (inaudible) that every citizen should be put under psycho¬ 
analysis, or otherwise you have psychoanalytocracy, and not"demo¬ 
cracy. But if every citizen was a psychoanalyst you have of course 
a synthesis between psychoanalysis and democracy. I believe that 
no where has Lasswell ever entertained this, but one must also con¬ 
sider not v;hat a reasonable psychoanalyst or sociologist says, but 
also what is implied in the general style or trend of modern 
science as a whole, and that was quite well stated by (inaudible) 
who seemed to think we have science for the sake of power. That 
science has increased man's power tremendously I think is an em¬ 
pirically fact. And therefore since sociology and psychology can 
not possibly compete in success with physics and chemistry, one 
can argue that they started much later -- you know how long it 
took for laboratory psychology to replace arm chair psychology — 
therefore it is- only a matter of one or two centuries, or three 
centuries at the most, when psychology and sociology will have 
caught up. 

This is a perfectly legitimate way of reasoning, regardless of 
what the sane and sober individual psychologists and sociologists 
(inaudible), that remains. And the question is whether this reason¬ 
ing by analogy is valid, or whether it is not undercut radically 
by the other consideration that the old notion, science is for the 
sake of oower, presupposed that the man who acquires that power, 
produces power, has knowledge of the legitimate uses of power. 

•vhen Francis Bacon, Descartes, and such people, spoke of the use 
of science, they were sure that there is knowledge that health is 
aood, long life is aood. There is no question, this is not merely 
an arbitrary value judgment. This is known to be good. In the 
moment, however, when Rousseau, to whom some one of you referred, 
when Rousseau raised this question against his older social science: 
You older men, you assumed that there is an unchangeable human na¬ 
ture, and (inaudible) the means of satisfying the needs of this 
unchangeable human nature vary infinitely. The needs do not 
change as such. Now when Rousseau said that there is no unchange¬ 
able human nature, well then it is impossible to have any know¬ 
ledge of the unchangeable needs of men, and the ultimate outcome 
of this is the fact-value distinction. So I believe the analogy 
is not good, but it has a great prima facie rhetorical (inaudible). 

So we will meet next Wednesday. 



Lecture II 

Aristotle’s Rhetoric , April 1, 1964 


(in process) Student: Veil I have some difficulty understanding 
what he means when he says that artificial persuasive appeals, 
artificial proofs, are things that the current teachers of rhetoric 
ignore. I don't quite understand the relationship between those 
and enthymeme. The first time he makes the argument he says that 
it is enthymeme that they ignore. The second time he broadens the 
argument, he says , . . 

Strauss: Yes, but he means the same. The core of rhetoric is 
en thymeme, whatever that may be, and we have to takeit up, and ' 
this has been neglected by all these men. Whether Aristotle is 
right or wrong is hard for us to know, since nothing of this 
rhetoric has come down to us, but knowing Aristotle as an honest ' 

man I would assume that he is risht and wouldn't accuse his pre¬ 
decessors of a defect they did not have. 

Student: One other, oerhaps, (inaudible) problem is that in so 

far as Aristotle'criticizes the then existing arts of rhetoric 
for putting too much emphasis on ways of appealing to the passions, 
there is somethin? of a problem in reconciling this with Aristotle's 
own teaching that most men, the many, do live in accord with pas¬ 
sion. I tried to reconcile this to some extent, but it would seem 
that an initial reaction to Aristotle's statement is that if 
rhetoric is simply the art that intends to persuade, and if those 
who are to be persuaded live most by their passions, then the 
true center of rhetoric would be appeal to passions. 

Strauss: I see. Well I was satisfied with your (inaudible). In 

the first chapter he overstates the case somewhat and says that 
it is wholly irrelevant and then he says, after having made this 
point, of course other rules (?) are not wholly irrelevant, they 
are relevant, but not as relevant as the question of (inaudible). 

Mow let me restate my question. I hope you make the effort, I've 
stated it more than once, to look at what you study from the point 
of view of present day social science. ‘Vhy do you not have teachers 
of rhetoric in political science departments, as we should have 
if Aristotle had his way? In other-words, what would be the ob¬ 
jection by present day political scientists? 

Student: Rhetoric is a form of deception. In so far as it can 

be said that the dominant assumptions of our age are that the re 
is_not the permanent and inherent inequality of men such tha t d e- 
ception is necessary for political leadership, that all trutTT~all 
the time should be the concern of students of politics. 

Strauss: For students of politics, all riaht, but what about the 

objects of oolitics? Subjects, citizens, comrades, however you 
call it? 

Student: It would be fair to say that, it _is fair to say that po¬ 

litical science departments do not address themselves to the pro- 
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blem of political leadership. They address themselves only to 
political understanding-, and thus do not teach the art of 
rhetoric. 

Strauss: Surely, but political leadership is a theme of behavioral 
social science, just as propaganda is. And I think a strict and 
correct orthodox political scientist would not say these are im¬ 
moral (inaudible), and would say we have to study the methods by 
which Mao or Stalin or Khrushchev ruled their subjects as well as 
those used by the (inaudible) ones. This, of course, should also 
include rhetoric. 

Student: But professors of rhetoric, if we had professors of 
rhetoric, they would not study the phenomenon of rhetoric. They 
would teach rhetoric. 

Strauss: No, no, I mean that. All right, it would not be a norm¬ 
at ive science, as in Aristotle teaching one how to be the best 
rhetorician, but strictly a descriptive one, analytical. How do 7 
democratic governments influence the governed, how do totalitarian 
governments influence the governed? You know, there are various 
kinds of propaganda. Perhaps, if someone takes the larger view, 
as I think we ought to even from this point of view, s® how . . , 
(inaudible). You know, vou cannot limit yourself to twentieth 
century phenomena. So, I mean, an analytical, descriptive analysis, 
of rhetoric is essential from the point of view of behavioral 
social science. '/hat would be the objection from this point of 
view? One I said implicitly. It would not be a normative science. 
Yes? 

Student: I don't say that all political scientists hold this, 

but if you take the view that political decisions are merely the 
product of the various conglomeration of interests and so on, 
then it would be the case that speech is not very important. 

Strauss: In other words, it is not very important whether a par¬ 

ticular interest group has a good orator or not, this is trivial. 

The main point is that (inaudible). Is that not the point? 

Student: Yes, I think so. 

Strauss: Yes, I think that makes sense. Now if we try to under¬ 
stand it somewhat more (inaudible), we would be led back to the 
question what are the factual staares of speech or reason. I mean 
not necessarily aoing to the question what is its rightful place, 
but what is its riahtful place. And as social science is now con¬ 
structed, it generally says that it is something derivative, as 
is indicated by a term like "rationalization." The real thing has 
nothing to do with reason, but for some reason or other, perhaps 
for sheer shame, people do not spell out what impels them and ra- / 

tionalize. If we go back to the root of it I believe we would reach 
the following point. If I'm not mistaken'this is the point we 
discussed in the seminar on.Hobbes last time: the two fundamentally 
different views of reason. Because needless to say social science 
is verv much concerned with reason. Afterall, it claims itself 
to be a rational enterprise. But it is reason dealing with non- 
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rational conduct. I mean, reason doesn’t exist, I stated it 
very crudely but not misleadingly, re aso n doesn’t play any role 
on the political plane. Reason is present in the observer. 7 

Now this is not a matter which came up only in the last decade, 
or so, last generation or so. It has to do with the very origins 
of modern political (inaudible). 

In order to understand Aristotle or Plato one should always start 
from the simile of the charioteer. Reason is the charioteer. 

The body is the chariot. And then there are two horses: a noble 
and a base horse. That is the simil e used by Plato in the Phaedrus. 

So reason is the charioteer. This is the primary work of reason. 

And whether it is in the individual or in the city, that is a 
secondary distinction. Now what is the radically different view 
that Hobbes implies, because in Hobbes I think the change is 
particularly clear, although we can also see it in other modern 
thinkers. I mean, the ideal case would be to induce every citizen, 
if possible, to besuch a charioteer, i.e., to contro l his horses, 
h_is oassions,''reasonably. But since this Is unfortunately not™ 
possible, we heve need in additiorf^Iaws, but then the laws 
should be reasonable, rational, and so on. Now what is the Hobbian 
picture of this situation. Hobbes is as much concerned with reason 
as Plato and Aristotle, but in a radically different way. Yes? 

Student: The passions are the charioteer, and the reason (inaudible). 

Strauss: Yes, but where does reason come in? 

Student: Reason becomes . . .(inaudible), driven by the passions. 

Strauss: Not quite. That is not fair at all. That may be true 
in some stage of the argument, but it is not the overall picture. 

'■.'hen Hobbes says when commonwealths are destroyed by intestine 
disorder this is due not to man as the matter but man as a maker 
of conduct. Reason is present in man as a maker of commonwealths, 
or of institutions. Reason must establish the tracks within which 
the horses run. This cannot be done by horses, nor can. it be done 
by the charioteer in the Platonic- Aristotelian sense. It is done 
by a kind of super engineer, who establishes the framework within 
which the passions can have their sway without ruining everything. 

And that is an outside reason, outside of the whole realm of poli¬ 
tics, an outside reason which establishes the framework within 
which the passions can do what they like without doing any harm. 

There is no need for reason being present in the individuals with¬ 
in the race. One further step, even this cannot be done, even the 
establishment of the framework cannot be done, reason can only be 
present as the outside observer, just as you have in physics or 
chemistry. Yes? 

Student: Isn’t it also in Hobbes . . .(inaudible) to set up one 

passion against another. 

Strauss: Yes, but the practical meaning of that is the institution. 

It means you set ud a sovereign according to the prescriptions of 
the political art. And then you have this sovereign generate all 
the time that fear which keeps people within certain (inaudible). 
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Now let me so on to one other point. You made a distinction be¬ 
tween rhetoric and dialectics, following Aristotle. But you also 
said the specifically rhetorical argument, the enthymeme, is dis¬ 
tinguished from the logical syllogism. Now this would seem to im¬ 
ply . . . (drawing on the board) 

Student: I think that it is fair to say for Aristotle that logic 

is a part of dialectic, (inaudible) dialectic is a part of logic. 

Strauss: Yes, there is a certain ambiguity. I mean, when I stated 

last time the difference between the Platonic discussiorv^is that 
Plato distinguishes rhetoric from dialectic and the Aristotelian 
discussion where Aristotle distinguishes rhetoric, dialectic, 
and scientific demonstration, this is true, but in this introductory 
discussion Aristotle frequently uses the simple bipartition: 
rhetoric - dialectic. This creates a minor difficulty, but not 
much more. 

Now you said that Aristotle must show the insufficiency of his 
predecessors in order to justify his own work. This makes sense, 
because why does Aristotle speak of the insufficiency of his pre¬ 
decessors if he does not have a good reason for speaking of them. 

In other words, Aristotle is not a man who would say such things 
in order to show, look at me, what a w onderful fellow I am. So 
there must be some substantial reason why he says this. Good, 
but 'why did he not do it, that makes sense, but why did he not 
do the same in his Politics , or did he do that there? 

Student: One can say that he did do it in the Politics , because 

he finds occasions in his Politics . I recall,only two, namely 
Plato and Hippodamus, the previous theorists on politics, whom 
he finds inadequate in the course of the book. 

Strauss: The whole second book. 

Student: Yes. 

Strauss: This is where Aristotle excuses himself, as Thomas puts 
it, for setting forth this book because of the deficiences of the 
teachings of his predecessors. And even on the first page there 
is a key remark. In the Ethics . Do you recall the beginning of 
the Ethics ? Does he say anything about the deficiencies of his 
predecessors? At the beginning of the Ethics ? 

Student: 7/hen he talks about his friends? 

Strauss: At a certain ooint. .‘/hen he comes to speak of the good, 
then he says he must not.take up the question of the good in the 
way in which certain friendly men did it, namely Plato. But still, 
the whole book doesn't begin with an assertion there is something 
fundamentally defective in the previous treatments of ethics. Do 
.you have a hypothesis? (no one answers) I have one which may 
sound crazy, but nevertheless I will say it. In the case of rhetoric 
there were books which claimed to be treatises on rhetoric. There 
\/ wa s no ethics (inaudible). be call certain reflections of Plato 
and Aristotle (inaudible) ethical, but perhaps this was not so. 
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There was no ethics. I would like to hear some objections to this 
suggestion, and I would be very much interested. Another point, 
the last pointi Rhetoric belongs together with dialectic, its 
(inaudible) somehow, because it doesn't have a specific subject 
matter. Is that the point? 

Student: Yes, that is so. 

Strauss: Now when we discussed the Gorgias I suggested tentatively 
the definition of rhetoric as the politically effective treatment 
of politically relevant matters, i.e., not of everything, but only 
of ’politically relevant natters. Mow, does rhetoric deal truly 
with everything? Is it as universal as say logic is, logic, in 
fact, dealing with everything kind of argument, regardless of sub¬ 
ject matter? Is rhetoric . . . 

Student: It is not as universal, hut (inaudible) universal, in 

so far as reason is more universal than speech. Reasoning about 
matters can go on without speaking about matters. 

Strauss: This would not be an Aristotelian view. 

Student: V;ell, if one considers that rhetoric, as Socrates in the 
Phaedrus defines rhetoric as influencing souls with words, it 
would seem that that could apply to . . . 

Strauss: But you cannot (inaudible) that because . . . (inaudible). 

You said, perhaos not quite riehtly but plausibly enough, that : 
rhetoric for Plato is dialectic . that is, the true rhetoric. 

Student: Yes. 

Strauss: Now, end therefore , he doesn't make the distinction. 

So let me say this only in advance, I believe that it is (inaudible) 
great difficulty, perhaps not an insoluble one, that rhetoric is, 
and is not, universal (?). There i s__a wider sense of rhetoric ac¬ 
cording to which it applies to every possible subject matter, but 
this, however, is not the practically important view, because the 
Dractically important view of rhetoric is that it deals with po¬ 
litically relevant matter, things discussed before law court, and 
in deliberative assemblies, rather than everything else. Good. 

Now we begin. And I think we should study the first chapter some¬ 
what more carefully in order to have the proper, because according 
to a proverb liked by Aristotle the beginning is half (?) of the 
whole. If we have made a proper beginning we can perhaps better 
the things that come later. Let us begin. 

Student: (reading - ) "Rhetoric is a counterpart of dialectic, for 
both have to do with matters that are in a manner within the cog¬ 
nizance of all men and not confined to any special science." 

Strauss: Good. Aristotle seems here to suggest that rhetoric 
and dialectics are two unique (inaudible), the only ones which are 
universal. And the reason is because the subject matter of both 
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is within the reach of all men, as men. It is universal re¬ 
garding its subject matter, everything, and regarding the knowing 
subjects, the knower. Not for example like ontology which deals 
with everything, with being as being, and yet is therefore also 
in a sense special, because it a special science, it is with being 
as being and not with being in other respects — say with pla.nts 
as beings, and not with plants as plants which would be a subject 
of botany. Now the emphasis here on the universality of the knower, 
all men do this (?). Go on 

Studenti "Hence, all men in a manner have a share of both, for 
all up to a certain point endeavor to criticize or uphold an argu¬ 
ment to defend themselves, or to accuse," 

Strauss: So all men attempt , Aristotle doesn't say that they are 

very successful in this, and the first example refers to dialectics 
and the lest two to rhetoric. All men attempt to some extent to 
examine . That means s om eone makes an assertion, and someone else 
answers, how can you say that. And there develops an exchange. 

Or they may be at the receiving point. They are the ones who as¬ 
sert something and they are examined by others. This belongs to 
dialectic in the somewhat narrower sense and the other two things, 
defending oneself and accusing, belong obviously to rhetoric. 

Student* "Now, the majority of people do this either at random 
or with the familiarity arising from habit, but since both these 
are possible iT 'is clear that matters'can be reduced to a system, 

for ... 

Strauss: Veil, system is^bot good. It is manifest that one can 
do this also methodically, would be somewhat more precise, and 
more literally, i n a wav, following a way. "Method" is derived 
from a Greek word "melhodos" which is only a compound of-the -word 
for way "hodos." Now, what does he mean by that, since some men 
argue or deliver a speech at random. Some one who has never opened 
his mouth in a (inaadible) session suddenly stands up and makes a 
speech, or attempts to make a speech, at random. And then there 
is one whom you know is one who will stand up on practically every 
occasion. He has a certain gift for that, and his gift is the 
basis, becomes the basis, for a habit. Why is the fact that the 
two things are possible, at .randon.speaking and speaking on the 
basis of gi££s plus habit,' why does -this prove that it can be done 
methodically? Why does this prove it? Now we must consider this, 
because Arijrtotle says this: since it can be done in both ways it 
is_ possible to reduce it to an art. Both are necessary. If there 
were only at random, it wouldn't be possible. If there were only 
the other, it wouldn't be possible. How does Aristotle argue here? 
It is a characteristic of the Aristotilean argument, but here ex¬ 
tremely telescoped, what is the key point? Are the two equal as 
conditions? At random doing, and habitual doing? 

Student: Maybe, if it could only be done you evidently couldn't 

learn anything about it. If it could only be dene systematically, 

Strauss: "systematically" is not correct. You mean by habit, by 
habit on the basis of a specific natural gift. 
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Student: But again, you couldn't learn anything. 

Strauss: But, why not? Why not? Let us assume that only people 
that have a certain gift and only if they have practiced would 
stand up and speak. Why would it not be possible then to do it 
on the basis of method? No, I think Aristotle argues differently, 
and you can easily see that this is his way of arguing from the 
beginning of the Metaphysics . Since there... is a progress, it is 
possible at random, and then we“see if"can be done in a non-random 
manner. Therefore, it is possible to do it in the highest form, 
not merely at ran dom nor merely habitual, b ut in a perfectly con- / 
scious way as an art. Now "you can look at other examples to see 
Thai this is (inaudible), for example, 'seeing. How do men see 
or hear? Do they do that at random? Do we say, look now he sees? 

Another man, another day hears. And most of the time they don't 
see or hear. Or is it that some hear only at random, and others 
hear because they _have a special__gift and have practice d? What¬ 
ever the case ofseeing and hearing, - they are" neither done at ran¬ 
dom nor on the basis of an acquired habit. That's perfectly clear. 
And the empirical proof the other side: Did you ever hear of 
schools or courses devoted to teaching people to hear or to see? 

No. People teach sometimes to hear music, but that is a special 
thing, or to see paintinss properly — but that’s of course not 
hearing and seeing simply. So this kind of thing is presupposed 
by Aristotle here. 

Student: How does it happen that you have a special gift, a habit 

arising from a special gift? Is that (inaudible), a special gift? 

Strauss: A stronr nature. Ican „s_urely mean that. In the cin¬ 
stances it*must mean it, because you know that (inaudible) it was 
known in old times that some people do have such a gift. They 
are the ones most likely to develop it. I mean there are also 
people who wish to be a speaker and can't do it 

Student: (inaudible) such people with a special gift? 

Strauss: No, no. Primarily from custom, from custom and practice. 

But on the basis, starting from a hexis, from a habit. And this 
habit is, I would take it, is primarily one which is — you are 
quite right, it is not here he speaks of nature — but it is the 
simplest case would be that, you know, because the one who has the 
natural gift will not speak merely at random. He will do it more 
frequently, and therefore a habit will be developed. But just as 
there was a poet, a very good poet, who wrote only a single poem, 
there may be a man who made only once in his life a speech under 
very special circumstances, but there was no practice before, no 
sign of any particular gift, but at random. At any rate this dif¬ 
ference (inaudible) points to the completion. Now what is the dif¬ 
ference between the way (inaudible) and the things which are not 
done in a way, or according to method? Read the immediate sequel. 

Student: "Or it is possible to examine the reason why some attain 
their end by familiarity and others by chance. And such an exam¬ 
ination all would at once admit is the function of an art." 
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Strauss: So in other words, the cause, the cause why this man 
succeeds and one fails, succeeds to some extent, this alone makes 
it an art. Neither of the two know why they use this trick, 
or this kind of argument and so on. So Aristotle has said up to 
now only that rhetoric an d dialectic can bearts, c an b e reduced / 
to art s7~but he goes on to say they are not yet actually arts. 

And Aristotle will say why what we have as arts of rhetoric are 
not truly arts of rhetoric. Go on. 

Student: "Now previous compilers of arts of rhetoric have pro¬ 

vided us with only a small portion of this art, for proofs are 
the only things in it that come within the province of art. 

Every thins else is merely an accessory. And yet they say no¬ 
thing about enthymemes, which are the body of proof, but chiefly 
devote their attention to matters outside the subject. For the 
arousing of prejudice, compassion, anger^and similar emotions 
has no connection with the matter in hand, but is directed only 
to the OiCAsr." 

Strauss: Nov/ Aristotle has now stated the general defect. The 

core of the rhetorical art is what he says here, the pro ofs. We 
can, perhaps, say the things which convince or which persuade, / 
which tr uly persuade. And the body of that persuading thing is 
the enthymeme. This word will occur very frequently. You have 
to get accustomed to it. (writing on the board) Now the enthy¬ 
meme is the name for the rhetorical syllogism, as distinguished 
from other syllogisms. The clearest case of the other syllogisms 
is-the de.mo.nstnative syllogism. That is to say a syllogism like: 
all men are mortal; there is a man; so he is mortal. But that's 
not the rhetorical syllogism. What is a rhetorical syllogism? 

Let us take a single example. I remember from a time gone by 
that at the beginning of World War I the then German emperor said, 
never was Germany defeated when she was united. That is an enthy¬ 
meme. It doesn't have the form of a syllogism, but this is the 
reasoning which convinces. The conclusion is obvious. Everyone 
draws it. dnicn, a unit^dness, is a necessary and sufficient 
for Germany hoT being defeated. Everyone can see that. The em¬ 
peror didn’t say that because everyone knew it. Where the name 
enthymeme comes from is a dark ^question. I have a certain guess 
about it and we may speek about it" Tater. Of course you see also 
that the moment you begin to think about it then you see the dif¬ 
ficulties, because in this case if union is a necessary and suffi- 7 
cient condition for avoiding defeat there have been many nations ' ^ 
that have been defeated although they were united. Now the emperor 
in his wisdom said Germany . So, in other words, the basis of the 
whole implicit reasoning was the very rapid survey of Germany's 
history which seemed to confirm it. I.deliberately chose a foreign 
example. 

Now Aristotle's chief concern is then (inaudible) the kind of rea¬ 
soning^ peculiar to rhe tori c and then the (inaudible) by Aristotle 
is the true (inaudible) of the art of rhetoric. Because this kind 
of reasoning of (inaudible) cannot be understood if or.e does not 
know the other kinds cf rhetoric, the other kinds of reasoning. 

But the science dealing with the kinds of reasoning, the overall 
science, is called loaic, and Aristotle is the father of logic. 
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however much logic in certa.in respects might have been prepared 
by other men. Now he speaks here briefly of the externals with 
which the previous rhetoricians (inaudible), creating of prejudice, 
more simply, calumny, debunking someone else. This is one thing, 
for example, in this case, in the case of a defendent that he is 
a notorious crook — that does not belong to the proof, because 
we are not concerned with whether he is a crook or not, but whether 
he committed that act of armed robery or not. And the fact that 
he was a crook before does not prove, obviously, that he committed 
this act of armed robbery. And similarly the fact that he was al¬ 
ways honest does not prove that he did not commit this particular 
act. So that is clear. And the second thing are passions of the 
soul, like compassion and anger. Generally speaking, I think, 
the external things are things that influence the judge or the 
jury — the distinction did not apply to Athenian institutions — 
in favor or against the defendant, //hat the rhetoricians (inaudible) 
the sneaker is that he enables the jury or the judge to pass a just 
verdict. Anything which deflects from this doesn't belong to the 
substance of rhetoric. And Aristotle goes on to explain in the 
sequel. 

Student: "The result would be that if all trials are now carried 
on as they are in some cities, especially those that are well ad¬ 
ministered, there would be nothing left for the rhetorician to 
say. For all men either think that all the laws ought so to pre¬ 
scribe, or in fact carry out, the principle and forbid speaking 
outside the subject, as in the court of aecr.m'i , and in this 
they are right. For it is wrong to warp the oiC^st'-s feelings, 
to arouse him to anaer, jealousy, or compassion . . . 

Strauss: Let us say "envy." Because envy can ,of course, in¬ 

fluence the jury. This is clear. Let us assume that the defen¬ 
dant is a particularly wealthy man and the jury would ordinarily 
consist of less wealthy men and (inaudible). 

Student: "envy or compassion, which would be like making the rule 

crooked which one intended to use." 

Strauss: You see here that Aristotle's radical reform of rhetoric 

by virtue of which it becomes for the first time a true art is 
called for by the requirements of decent jurisdiction. It is not 
only a theoretical progress, it is also a requirement of sound 
practice. That's important. If you remember the Gorgias and the 
bad light in which rhetoric could very well appear, then you can 
see how necessary that was, that rhetoric is not a corrupt art 
used by corrupt and corrupting people, . that it is necessary fo r 
the enobling of public life, as is shown by this cas e. Rhetoric 
which puts a proper emphasis orT~prbofs , on arguments .as dist in- 
guished from appeals to passions will make possible s inaudible)^ 

May I say one word for those who have never read Aristotle, that 
"further" and similar wads, these are crucial, a /new ?argument. — 
Aristotle likes to have a chain of reasons independent of one ano¬ 
ther. -/e have been brought up in the modern tradition not to have 
this simple addition of arguments which Aristotle likes so much 
but strictly sneaking a chain, one thing following from the pro¬ 
ceeding, and so on, and so on. That's not Aristotle. Aristotle 
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has this ways He makes a certain assertion? that is strange, but 
look here, and look there, and look there. So without being con - 
cerned with producing a systematic unity among, the points to which 
he refers — that there may be a deeper unity is possible, but 
Aristotle is not always concerned with bringing that out. So, 
now what is this new argument? 

Student: "It is evident that the only business of the litigant is 
to prove that the fact in question is or is not so, that it has 
happened or not. •,Whether it is important or unimportant, just or 
unjust, in all cases in which the legislature has not laid down 
the ruling is a matter for the dicast himself to decide. It is 
not the business of the litigants to instruct," 

Strauss: Dicast \ is that juryman-judge to which there is no 

direct modern parallel because we have a distinction between the 
jury and the judge, the professional judge. Now, this new argu¬ 
ment, in addition to the first, that one should not corrupt the 
judges by appealing to their passions, the litigant should not 
attempt to teach the judges -- this is the point. This is impor¬ 
tant, and this is the just thing, v/e have to say did he, or did 
he not, commit that act or make that conduct or whatever it may 
be. The decision whether something is important and just is the 
judge's, not the litigants. The litigant only has to show that 
is or has happened, and he has to show this by proving it, but 
by a certain kind of proof, the rhetorical proof, to which we will 
come later. Nov/ in the sequel we find a kind of excursus on the 
relation between judge and law, partly to clarify what he said 
here but partly in order to show the deeper reason why the liti¬ 
gant must limit himself to the thing which happened or did not 
happen. Will you read that please. 

Student: "First of all, therefore, it is proper that laws properly 

enacted should themselves define the issue of all cases as far as 
possible and leave as little as possible to the discretion of the 
judges. In the first place because it is easier to find one or 
a few men of good sense caoable of framing laws and pronouncing 
judgments than a large number. Secondly, legislation is the re¬ 
sult of Lons consideration, whereas judgments are delivered on 
the spur of the moment so that it is difficult for the judges pro¬ 
perly to decide questions of justice or expediency. But what is 
most important of all . . . 

Strauss: You see, that's the third point. "First," "then," and 
this is the most important. 

Student: "is that the judgment of the legislator does not apply 
to a particular case, but is universal and applies to the future. 
.Vhereasthe members of the public assembly and the dicast have to 
decide present and definite issues and in their case love, hate, 
or personal interest is often involved so that they are no longer 
capable of discerning the truth adequately, their judgment being 
.obscurred by their own pleasures or pains. All other cases, as 
we have just said, should be left to the authority of the judge 
as seldom as possible, except -/here it is a question of a thing 
having- happened, or not, of its g-oing to happen or not, of being 
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or not being so. This must be left to the discretion of the 
judges, for it is impossible for the legislator to foresee such 
questions." 

Straussi So you see, Aristotle establishes a kind of hierarchy. 

The legislator, the judge-juryman, and the ur/Cuwr , and they 
have certain (inaudible). And this is necessary to understand .. 
what the true function of rhetoric is, Aristotle raises the ques¬ 
tion why the litigants must limit themselves to the matter at hand 
and why they must not try to teach the judge. That is not longer 
elaborated because there is a kind of proportion: legislator to 
judge equal to judge to litigant. Now the litigants can of course 
still less be presumed to be impartial than the juryman and the 
judge. For it is very difficult to be impartial in one's own 
case. The difficilty to be impartial is so great that one ought 
to leave as little discretion as possible to the very judges let 
alone to the litigants. Nov/ the difficulties are clear: the 
rarity of men of judgment. Therefore we leave as much as possible 
to the legislator, the legislator here not understood as a legis¬ 
lative assembly but preferably the man or men who made a code of 
law which has been adopted. Secondly, we have long time. Even 
if this were not true, even if judgment were very common, still 
when you apply your judgment for a long time to a matter your fi¬ 
nal judgment is likely to be better than if you judge on the spur 
of the moment. Men have a long time for preparing a law, and a 
very short time for passing judgment. Why is that so, why is 
there only a short tine, relatively sneaking, for passing judgment? 
Yes? 

Student: The trials only take one day. 

Strauss: Yes, but this could be changed. One could say that 
it was a bad law. 

Student: The nature of the Greek . . . 

Strauss: Maybe they had bad laws. Why is it necessary that the 
time for making judgment is short, even if it is three days in¬ 
stead of one day, or five days? 

Student: A man's life is at stake. 

Straussi But not all trials are for life. But think of a simple, 

I use a simple example: -'hen Hamlet complained about the terrible 
things we suffer he meant, very few things, one of them is the laws 
delayed. There may be very well delay in passing a bill. It 
could be a very complicated matter. But people must get their de¬ 
cisions very soon. But the most important thing for Aristotle: 
the legislator does not think of any individuals in particular. 

He says he, who commits this crime will be punished in a certain 
way. Cr he who made a contract of a certain kind, this contract 
will not be valid, or whatever it may be. But the judge is con¬ 
cerned with Mr. Miller or Mr. Smith and there there may be personal 
likes and dislikes, therefore one must leave as little as possible 
to these personal likes and dislikes. And therefore the judge 
should have (inaudible) discretion. There are, of course, emotional 
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attitudes to groups, tfe know this. There can be class legisla¬ 
tion, or race legislation, .ve know this. But disregarding this 
comolicating fact, other things being equal, it is easier to be 
imoartial when no individuals are involved, but only citizens. 

Yes? 

Students I don’t know if this is still relevant, but why does 
Aristotle on the first page make emotional arousement so accessory 
and then lster on . . . '<'hy does he overstate the case? Why 

doesn't he say the truth right away? 

Strauss: Because you cannot . . . Rousseau would occassionally 
do the same kind of crime and he said, you can't say everything 
at the same time. Now Aristotle wants to make clear first of all 
that what has never been treated by the rhetoricians, by the 
teachers of rhetoric , namely the proof is the most important 
thing. And therefore he said strictly speaking, he takes the . - 
most simple case in which there is only the question of fact and 
where every other consideration is immaterial, impertinent, and 
should not enter the matter at all. And we all do that in order 
to drive home something. We ordinarily do not understand these 
propositions with no footnotes in fine print. You state first 
the massive thing and then you bring on later preferably not in 
the form of footnotes but in seoarate categories vou can do that. 
Mr. 


Student: How does this statement that the litigant shouldn't do 

anythin? except say whether something is or is not so square with 
the consideration that the litigant may admit that he did some¬ 
thing but deny that it was a just or unjust act? 

Strauss: Yes, but this is part of.the facts. I killed, but I 
did not murder, that's a defense. Now then this is a matter of 
fact, because there is a distinction, he can prove perhaps that 
murder is premeditated, he did not premeditate. They were always 
getting along very well. He never said, I will kill you -- this 
famous argument used in order to show that the killing was pre¬ 
meditated. And it was so that he was provoked for the first time 
in an incredible way by this man, and then he lost his head. That 
is then homicide and not murder, and it may even have been done 
in self-defense. These are all part of the facts. And the last 
point which Aristotle makes is that there is one thing which even 
in the best case cannot possibly be settled by the legislator, and 
these are the facts at hand. This the legislator- could not possibly 
have foreseen. That must be established by the judge, but she 
judge of course depends on the facts, partly on witnesses. But 
the central point as far as the art is concerned are the speeches 
of the litigants. Now let us go on where we left off. 

Student: "If this is so it is obvious that all those who definitely 

lay down, for instance, what should be the contents of the exordium 
or the narrative or of the other Darts of'the discourse are bring¬ 
ing under the rules of art what is outside the subject. For the 
only thing to v/hith their attention is devoted is how to put the 
judge into a certain frame of mind. They give no account of the 
artificial proofs which make a nan a master of rhetorical argument. 
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Straussi That is only a restatement of the conclusion. He re¬ 
peats the previous conclusion. It is not the task of the orator 
to make the judge a man of a certain kind, Aristotle says, for 
example, a compassionate, or to make him a knower of right and 
wrong, hut to prove facts in a way that facts are proved to juries. 
And that means enthymemeatically. So the core of the orator is 
that he is an enthymemeatician, if I may coin this term, a master 
of the art of arguing rhetorically. Yes? 

Studenti "Hence, although the method of deliberative and forensic 
rhetoric is the same and although the pursuit of the former is 
nobler and more worthy of the statesman than that of the latter 
which is limited to transactions between private citizens, they 
say nothing about the former who without exception endeavor to 
bring forensic speaking under the rules of art. The reason for 
this is that in public speaking it is less worthwhile to talk of 
what is outside the subject, and that deliberative oratory lends 
itself to less than forensic because it is of more gen¬ 

eral interest. For in the assembly the judges decide upon their 
own affairs so that the only thing necessary is to prove the truth 
of the statement of one who recommends the measure. But in the 
law courts this is not sufficient. There it is useful to win 
over the hearers, so the decisions.concerns other interests than 
those of the judges who, having only themselves to consider and 
£/stwaj//c'6 fiM-aei,'! f-wi tml-ic. t surrender to the pleaders 

but do not give a real decision. That is why as I have said before 
in many places the law prohibits speaking outside the subject in 
the law courts whereas in the assembly the judges themselves take 
adequate precautions against this." 

Strauss: So here Aristotle shows a further improvement which will 
come as a consequence of the emphasis on the proofs, on the rhetor¬ 
ical proofs as distinguished from the externals. The further im¬ 
provement consists in the fact that it forces one to do justice 
to the order of rank among the various kinds of rhetoric. Pre¬ 
vious rhetoric was limited to forensic rhetoric, although deliber¬ 
ative rhetoric, as we may call it, is nobler and more political. 

I will give you an example. Winston Churchill never made any 
forensic oratory, whereas, as you know, he was quite good at de¬ 
liberative oratory. And even today, while we admire a marvellous 
trial lawyer we do not admire him as much, from the point of view 
of rhetoric, as we do a great speaker on public, political matters. 
Now Aristotle begins now a strange argument. In deliberative, 
political oratory where extraneous things, things extraneous to 
the matter at hand, are obviously less important because the de¬ 
cision makers, the judges, are concerned in political oratory 
with their own interests while in the capacity of judges or jury¬ 
men they are concerned with other people’s interests. .Whether this 
. . . (inaudible) is of no interest to them. And therefore they 
are rather indifferent. Can this be true if we think about the 
outrageous things done in political assemblies? It sounds very 
strange, what Aristotle says. How can we understand that, that 
people in a political, deliberative assembly are less emotional, 
are more objective, let me say, than as judges, jurymen? v/ell 
Aristotle takes the highest case, the ordinary highest case, 
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and ordinarily speaking we are more concerned with the truth 
when cur own interests are at stake, than when someone else's 
interests are at stake. But in a political, deliberative assembly 
our interests are at stake because it concerns the whole polis 
and therefore every citizen. But if we sit there in judgment on 
other people who are not our friends or relatives we are not di¬ 
rectly engaged and therefore we are less concerned with finding 
out the truth. That is what he means. Yes? 

Studenti Doesn't this presuppose a belief that there is, that 
the political assembly is deciding things that are of common in¬ 
terest to all people and not that the assembly might be the repre¬ 
sentative of a class interest which would be a particular inter¬ 
est . 

Strauss: This is why I said Aristotle was not (inaudible). Read 
his Politics . He knew that very well. But let us take the best 
case, in both cases. Generally speaking, we are more concerned 
with getting sound advice, with getting the truth, when our in¬ 
terest is at stake than when our interests are not at stake. 

Now in deliberations of the assembly our interest is at stake; 
whereas when there is a trial of a and b, and a and b are not 
friends or relatives of ours, we are indifferent or much less con¬ 
cerned. Aristotle doesn't say more. And that one should start 
in order to find one's bearings with the highest case in that par¬ 
ticular field is a sound orinciple. 

Student: Then why do they want disinterested people to decide 

cases if a person wants the truth more when his interests are in¬ 
volved? 

Strauss: Yes, but here his interest radically differs from the 
interest of another citizen in a forensic case. For example, let 
us assume the man accused of murder and the man accusing him of 
murder they have interests of (inaudible). Surely, the man accused 
of murder has an interest in being acquited. But this interest 
differs from the interest of everybody else because his interest 
in not being killed is (inaudible) anyone else. Everyone may 
generally be concerned for (inaudible) but this is another matter. 
This is too abstract. But if they sit there everyone knows that 
in a decision about war and peace everyone will be affected. Of 
course there are subtle differences. For example, the old man 
who has no (inaudible) is less directly affected in a brutal way 
than a man of (inaudible) a?e who has five sons. That's clear. 

But very roughly and broadly speaking there is no difference. 

The fate of the city does not depend, take a civil case, whether 
a wins a law suit or b wins the law suit. One may be dissatisfied 
and may curse the jury but this happens in any case. But in the 
other case it is different, K.r, _ 

Student: Wouldn't Aristotle's teaching about the proper role of 
the liti.eant and the relations with :he judge have to be greatly 
modified considering the situation we have in America where there 
is a tradition of judicial review where the guardianship of the 
laws in the highest sense takes place in particular adversary 
situations between individuals, where the court very often doesn't 
decide the question because the particular haven't brought it out 
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so that both sides have the benefit of . . . 

Strauss: I know very little about American jurisdiction, but I 
know that Mr, Anastaplo who is sitting behind you pleaded hia 
case up to the Supreme Court. So that would seem to suggest that 
pleading before a court is not avoided by the fact that "you can 
appeal from a decision of a court to a hiaher court, but perhaps 
I did not understand you. 

Student: No. '.'hat I meant is that Aristotle says that the liti¬ 

gant does not raise the broadest questions , . , 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Same Student: In a political comminity where the highest questions 
of a regime nature are decided in a highest court and where the 
court itself recognizes the great value of having litigants bring 
out the highest questions implicit in the very particular matter 
under consideration, it would seen in the United States anyway 
the court wants a litigant to do the exact opposite of what 
Aristotle recommends, 

Strauss: I see, that has something to do with the famous difference 

between the civil laws systems and the common laws systems. The 
civil laws . , . 

Student: adversary . . . 

Strauss: No, I mean the discretion of the judges is much more 
limited, and Aristotle is obviously in favor of, for the reason 
given, why the discretion of the judges should be limited as much 
as possible, Mr. Anastaplo I would be grateful for your opinion 
on this question. You are our greatest expert on , . . 

Anastaplo: *'e can pursue it after class. 

Strauss: I see. 

Student: A lawyer is technically an officer of the court. He has 
a dual responsibility: both to his client and to the court. And 
it is in that asoect that . . . 

Strauss: • . . (inaudible) there were speakers, professional 

orators, elaborate speeches, but only in Greece, if I remember 
well, the speeches were delivered by the defendants or by the 
parties to the case, and they were only written out for them by 
the, what here would be the lawyer. But this would not necessarily 
affect the fundamental issues. The fundamental issue is, should 
the judges have the minimum of discretion, the absolute minimum 
which is obviously necessary, to decide what the legislator could 
not possibly have foreseen, or should he go beyond this. That is 
the question. A case, of course, can be made for the other view, 
but Aristotle starts from the premise,' for the reasons given, why 
judicial discretion should be kept to a minimum. Then, of course, 
resardinff the (inaudible) issue you would have to raise the ques¬ 
tion is it wise that judges should decide political issues. You 
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possible to dispense with this kind of reasoning, rhetorical 
reasoning, altogether? Why can one not treat all subjects scien¬ 
tifically, i.e., non-rhetorically? This is of course what our 
social science, our modern social science, tries to do. Yet we 
have, as I have said before, social science asserts that there is 
a fundamental in the status of factual judgments and of value 
judgments, and value judgments cannot be reasonably, rationally, 
validated or invalidated. The only way to make them stick is by 
propaganda, as they say. Eut the question is, is "propaganda" a 
good enough term? Does it mean only a maximum of noise and drums 
and this kind of thing which doubtless contribute? But still how 
do they contribute without some rhythm? You know, it’s not mere 
noise. It is a rhythmic noise which would be necessary. But I 
do not want to go into that. The question is, is what is loosely 
called "propaganda" not in the more interesting cases a kind of 
reasoning? Does it not entail a kind of reasoning? And there¬ 
fore we would have to come back, an analysis of propaganda would 
have to come back to the question raised by Aristotle in the 
Rhetoric . What kind of reasoning is this? 

Now Aristotle's central argument, literally central argument, 
proving the usefulness of rhetoric which you find at 1355 a 24ff 
is very simple. It is imoossible to argue scientifically in a 
public speech, in a speech addressed to the multitude. Of course 
you can induce experts to address say a town meeting, but the ex¬ 
perts are, of course, only advisers. The town meeting itself 
must make up its mind, and then whether the expert succeeds or 
fails depends very much on whether he has the power of speaking, 
of rhetoric, in addition to being an expert say in fluoridation, 
or whatever it happens to be. The decision is made by political 
men and political men do not (inaudible) experts. And that ap¬ 
plies not only to this special kind of affair. Now we can also 
put it this way. There are necessarily things in which we de¬ 
pend on trust. Now trust and not trust is clearly not something 
which is induced by scientific argument, I mean you can listen 
to a scientific exposition and be fully convinced by it, but that 
does not mean that you trust the man in question. He may have 
some ax of his own to grind, although his argument is perfectly 
convincing, or entirely convincing — you know this. But can we 
dispense with trust? If we could then it would be possible to 
dispense with rhetoric because the trust is established by the 
way in which he speaks and not in so far as it is a scientifically 
correct speech. Can we entirely dispense with trust? I believe 
(inaudible) the true theorem universally applied to every 
speaker, to every witness, and of course to every defendant as 
well. So this would be a way to make the trust superfluous by 
scientific means and therefore to some extent to make rhetoric 
superfluous. Of course this would naturally require a law that 
everyone must be willing to have this injection and there would 
be also a conflict with the fifth amendment obviously were it to 
be applied to the defendant. In brief, one point which we may take 
up in another context: The complete rule of science would of 
course be the destruction of freedom in every sense, in every 
sense. So freedom and rhetoric are coextensive. On a political 
basis this was observed very well by Tacitus when he said rhetoric 
had its flourishing period before the emperor (inaudible), v/hen 
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Rome was run by the imperial household, including the wives and 
the mistresses of the emperors there was no more any place for 
rhetoric to speak of. Perhaps when things were settled in the 
forum, it flourished. But we should always come back and if I 
neglect it you should remind the class of it and myself of this 
question, why is it true, evidently necessary, that there is 
rhetoric as distinguished from scientific argument. That's abso¬ 
lutely crucial, as I hope I have shown. As long as (inaudible) 
there will be spheres in' which only rhetoric can (inaudible). 


Now let me now turn to the sequel and first to chapter 3# where 
Aristotle distinguishes the three kinds of rhetoric and he does 
this in a characteristically Aristotelian way. There is the kind 
of rhetoric dealing with the past,with the future, and with the 
present. With the past, the judge -- did he kill him, or not. 

The future* shall we wage war or not. The present* As this is 
more complicated, I leave it out for the time being. There is a 
beautiful parallel to this kind of reasoning in the third book 
of the Politics when Aristotle tries to show, tries to make clear, 
how many kinds of regimes there can be. Do you remember how he 
argues there? Yes? 

Student* He said there were three true forms and he called them 
monarchy, aristocracy, and polity. 

Strauss* Yes but how does he arrive at that? 

Student* At the three true forms? 


Strauss* Yes. 

Student* According to the number of rulers* one, few, many. 

Strauss* Yes, one, few, many. So in other words this purely numer 
ical consideration guarantees completeness, just as here — present 
past, future — there cannot be a fourth. But what is the limi¬ 
tation of this procedure, as we could also see in the third book 
of the Politics? 


Student* It doesn’t say whether these are good . . . 

Strauss* No, apart from that. What do we not learn from, by be¬ 
ing told democracy is the rule of the many, and oligarchy, or some¬ 
thing else, is the rule of the few? 

Student* Is that the only way . . . 

Strauss* Yes, but apart from that, now. What do we not learn 
about these three regimes which come obviously out when we make 
this division? Mr. _ 


Student* The politically relevant thina is the wealth or poverty. 


Strauss* In other words a democracy is the rule of the poor. This 
would not have appeared from the fact that democracy is the rule 
of the many. You have to look at the politically many, and then 
you see that that is true. That is the point you were going to 
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make? Good. So Aristotle's procedure here is exactly the same. 

The trioartition into present, past, and future is in one way 
wonderful. It makes it certain that there cannot be a fourth. 

But we do not understand the substance of the three things. This 
is particularly clear in the case of the third, the present. How 
can we find out what the subject matter of the kind of rhetoric 
is that deals with the present. The present must be strictly un¬ 
derstood. Now he speaks. What is the subject matter which is 
now, at present, decided by this speech? If you say the past may 
be a crime, then that is the subject matter of the past. Or if 
it is deliberative — what shall we do? — that is the future. 

But what it is that is strictly present? Only the speaker himselfl 
The speech itself. Is it a good speech or a bad speech? So as 
Aristotle puts it, while the addressee of the speech dealing with 
the past is a judge or a jurymen, and the addressee of the the 
speech dealing with the future is the assemblyman, or the member 
of the deliberative body, the addressee of the third kind of 
speech is the onlooker, a man who is merely an onlooker and does 
not make a decision as a judge or an assemblyman makes a decision. 
In other words the epideictic speech, the showy speech, does not 
have a practical purpose. It has a purpose simply, surely not 
(inaudible). In a looser sense, of course ithas a practical pur¬ 
pose. But narrowly conceived it has no practical purpose, because 
nothing is to be decided by that speech. That is, I believe, the 
simplest example from present day America, or for Aristotle of 
course, of epideictic speech. Also funeral speeches, funeral 
speeches have no practical purpose. No one will be condemned by 
that, by virtue of such a speech, nor will any measure be decided 
except accidentally. But one question! Is the distinction be¬ 
tween present, past, and future sufficient? Is there not a fourth 
possibility? 

Studenti Sir, I was wondering, where would you classify, perhaps 
connected with this question, where would you classify speeches 
of the kind "what are we doing"? For example people a few months 
ago would listen to various of Mr. Kennedy's programs and show 
that they are self-defeating. 

Straussi Which speech? 

Student! The speech, "what are we doing"? That is to say, for 
example, people would take various of Kennedy's programs, like 
foreign policy, show that they are worthless on the basis of their 
own data, that is to say, they contradict their own purposes, and 
then ask the question, "what are we doing." I was just curious ... 

Straussi Well what do you mean? If we discovered that this had 
nothing to do with rhetoric, it would be in a loose and broad sense 
a form of dialectics. We are analyzing, so that’s not rhetoric. 

Student: I see 

Straussi 'Well, if an orator uses parts of President Kennedy's 
speeches, that is of course rhetorical, that's clear, either in 
favor of them or against them. Good. But in Aristotle is the 
distinction between present, past, and future exhaustive? Is 
there not something else of which one could think in this con- 
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nection? 

Student! Well, I think most sermons purport to deal with God’s 
ways with man both now, then, and always. So that simply is in¬ 
dependent • . . 

Strauss* What is always . i.e., present, past, and future, taking 
the Aristotelian view of the sew/’iTc^^i. which is not identical 
with the eternal. Then, of course, that would be, where would it 
belong from Aristotle's point of view? 

Student! To philosophy. 

Straussi Yes but, since he cannot exclude the possibility of a 
rhetoric, of rhetoric being as comprehensive as dialectics is, 

and Mr. _ referred to a surmon, something not known to Aristotle 

but for which there must be some place unless Aristotle's doctrine 
is deplorably inadequate. 

Student! Then it would be under exhortative or (inaudible), wouldn't 
it? 

Straussi But still, to some extent, but still qua dealing with 
what is always and with what is not subject to human action I 
think it would be epideictic. Not every man who makes a sermon 
will like that but you know also the first reaction is always 
"this was a fine sermon, or not a fine sermon," a judgment of the 
quality of the speaker. Now I think it would belong primarily to 
the epideictic speech, although of course to the extent to which 
it exhorts and dehorts, or condemns or justifies, it would be 
deliberative and judicial in a. modified manner. Now since you 
refer to Averroes I am reminded of a fact that you surely knew, 

Mr. _ must forgive me if I say anything in this respect about 

Islam, because I know practically nothing of it. But I remember 
that in Islam one of the truths and (inaudible) of the divine mis¬ 
sion of Mohammed was the beauty of the Koran, the beauty of the 
Koran which would be a subject of the question of rhetoric. This 
is something which we must keep open, if only to understand our 
(inaudible). What is the universal notion of rhetoric? 

There is another discussion, for example, if you take such a 
verse from the Psalms 9^ as "He who has made the eye, should He 
not see* He who has made the ear, should He not hear?" Now what 
kind of reasoning is that, if you apply Aristotelian distinctions? 

Is this an apodictic reasoning? Why not? If it is apodictic reason¬ 
ing it would be, he who has made a sense organ possesses the sens¬ 
ing, the corresponding sensing, not necessarily the sense organ. 

Also, he who has made the nose, must he not have the sense of smel¬ 
ling, for example. And the other premise into which I do not want 
to go now, but which is implied, the premise that God made the ear, 
which is not established but simply presupposed. That is an enthy- 
meme in Aristotle's sense. A discussion of this particular subject 
which is of some interest for the higher reaches of the question 
of rhetoric you would find in Mairaonides' Guide of the Perplexed 
Part III, Chapter 19. This example incidentally is also helpful 
for understanding the literal meaning of the term "enthymeme" as 
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Aristotle used it. It is derived from the Greek word “thh 
which you know from Plato’s Republic usually translated by 
”spiritedness," but it has a broader meaning in Greek, especially 
in older Greek. It means simply the heart, what is going"on with¬ 
in the man. There is somewhere a discussion, I do not know where, 
but maybe in Aristotle, that an enthymeme is an incomplete syllogism. 
But I believe it means this, something remains within the heart, 
i.e., it is not pronounced. Now a rhetorical syllogism, in order 
to be transformed into a true syllogism, you would have to bring 
out the suppressed things, the suppressed things in that argument, 
and then you would have to examine them. I mention this only in 
passing. 

Studenti By way of illustration, you gave the one about a united 
Germany had never been defeated. Was that the conclusion, or one 
pf the premises of the . . . 

Strauss» Well, the enthymeme of that was, never was Germany when 
united defeated. But the conclusion, if you want to make a dis¬ 
tinction is this, then we only have to be united and . we will 
not be defeated. But of course the question is, concerns the 
(inaudible) that un^on is a necessary and sufficient condition 
of victory, a.) in general would have to be considered and b) in 
particular regarding Germany. And then if you have proof that 
it is true in the case of Germany it would, of course, not yet 
follow that it will hold true of the future. Perhaps there was 
never a Germany which was so much threatened by her neighbors as 
the Germany of 191^* and therefore the issue didn’t arise. That 
would be one consideration. This can never be more than enthymeme, 
this kind of reasoning. 

Student: It must be defective logically by necessity. Is that 

it? Enthymemes almost by definition are defective logically? 

Strauss: Yes, yes. Something is missing. 

Student: But what is missing is . . . 

Strauss: Yes, yes, that is the point. Something is missing that 
would have to be established before it would be right. Now I put 
the emphasis on missing in order to bring us to the possible ety¬ 
mological origin of the term. 

Student: You don't mean to say that it's necessarily defective 
logically. Something, because it isn't articulated . . . 

Strauss: But as stated it is defective. But this doesn't mean 
that (inaudible) after being transformed. Before we can go into <■ 

this question which was indicated by a remark of Mr. _ that 

there is something even of the sophistical in this, we would have 
to go into that by taking specific examples, and preferably 
Aristotle's own examples, for example, why is the discussion re¬ 
garding happiness, chapter 5# why does this necessarily lead to 
conclusions which while plausible enough are strictly speaking 
invalid? But we must do that later. 
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Now a few other points regarding chapter 3« We note here right 
from the beginning that Aristotle says that deliberation may be 
private. And it is therefore possible, this must be kept in mind. 

In other words my simple definition, rhetoric is politically ef¬ 
fective speech about politically relevant matters is good enough 
for most practical purposes, but it is not exact. And in order 
to show this I remind you only of the scene at the beginning of 
the Gorgias when Gorgias says he goes to his brother’s patients (?) 
and the patients don't want to undergo any operation. The physician 
is completely helpless. Then Gorgias steps in with his great rhe¬ 
torical power and persuades him to undergo the operation. And 
therefore this is private, private deliberation. 

There is one minor difficulty in this chapter. When he speaks a- 
bout deliberative rhetoric he says deliberative rhetoric deals 
with what is expedient or harmful for the community. And while 
the just and the unjust is the theme of forensic rhetoric, but 
of course that doesn't mean that the question of just and unjust 
doesn't come up in deliberative rhetoric. Aristotle makes this 
very clear. Otherwise you could accuse him that he would think 
that deliberative rhetoric, say about war and peace or civil rights 
for that matter, would have nothing to do with right or wrong. 

That's not Aristotle's . . . (inaudible) the overall consideration. 
We might read one passage which I underlined, 1358 b, that is in 
chapter 3 still, 29 to 37* 

Student! "A sign that what I have stated is the end which each 
has in view is the fact that sometimes the speakers will not dis¬ 
pute about the other points. For example, a man on trial does not 
always deny that an act has been committed, or damage inflicted, 
by him. But he will never admit that the act is unjust, for other¬ 
wise a trial would be unnecessary. Similarly, the deliberative o- 
rator, although he often sacrifices everything else, will never 
admit that he is recommending what is inexpedient or is dis¬ 

suading from what is useful. But often he is quite indifferent 
about showing that the enslavement of neighboring peoples, even 
if they have done no harm, is not an act of injustice. 

Straussi This is a characteristically Aristotelian argument. 

For very great precision, take the key case. Will a forensic 
speaker ever admit that the man whom he defends is guilty as 
charged without any extenuation? He may admit all kinds of things. 
He may admit that what he did was very inexpedient for him and e- 
ven for the city, but he will not admit that he was guilty as 
charged. Similarly, the deliberative speaker, he may admit that 
it is an unjust act but he will simply say (inaudible) and he will 
say that it is conducive to the city. Aristotle does not of course 
share this view, but he takes it only as a sign, as sign as he puts 
it, that the ends of the two kinds of rhetoric are as he has 
stated. 

Now let us turn now to chapter 4. He is still speaking about de¬ 
liberative rhetoric. Deliberation deals only with such contingent 
things, which are things that could or could not happen, where the 
beginning of the thing is with us, i.e., a contingent thing — 
what is a contingent thing the beginning of which is not with us, 
a thing which as well could not be? 



in. 10 


Studenti For Luxembourg a contingent thing might be nuclear war¬ 
fare. The beginning would not be with them. They could deliber¬ 
ate about nuclear warfare. 

Straussi Sure, that is true, but it is also very farfetched. 

There is a much simpler example. 

Student! An accident. 

Straussi A tree. This particular tree could or could not be. 

It is contingent. And yet, at the beginning of its being-it’s 
not with us, especially if you take a tree which has never been 
planted by human hands. And also what happends by accident, by 
chance. You find gold by digging by trying to plant potatoes in 
your back yard, the beginning of this find was (inaudible). You 
didn't dig for this reason. Here in this connection he speaks of 
the sophistic ingredient in rhetoric of which Mr. __ already 
spoke. Now these five things which he mentions here which are 
the subject of deliberation, this goes back in all probability 
to Xenophon' Memorabilia Book III, Chapter 6 where Socrates has 
a discussion with Glaucon, the hero of the Republic , about what 
a political man would have to know. Now the subjects are slightly 
different. Legislation is not mentioned as a subject by Xenophon, 
or by Socrates, whereas it is mentioned here. That is anybody’s 
guess why Socrates did not mention legislation as a subject — 
perhaps because he felt legislation should not be a subject. 

Now let us turn to 1360 a 17. This is xhe last page or so of the 
fourth chapter. 

Student 1 "With a view to the safety of the state it is necessary 
that the orator should be able to judge of all these questions. 

But an understanding of legislation is of special importance, for 
it is on the laws that the safety of the state is based. Where¬ 
fore he must know how many forms of government there are . . . 

Strauss 1 Of regimes, how many kinds of regimes there are. Why 
is this necessary? why is it necessary for the sake of legislation 
to know how many kinds of regimes there are? It is not explained here. 

Student 1 He has to know how many kinds there are so that he'll 
know what is proper to the conditions in which he finds himself. 

Strauss 1 But why not more precisely? You are right, but it is 
not precise enough. 

Student 1 (inaudible) 

Strauss« All laws are relative to the regime. And therefore you 
cannot give law ... In a democracy you must know is a law con¬ 
ducive or compatible with democracy. If it is not compatible with 
democracy it is rejected dn this ground alone. Good. 

Student 1 "What is expedient for each and the natural causes of 
its downfall whether they are peculiar to the particular form of 
government or opposed to it. By being ruined by causes peculiar 
to itself, I mean that with the exception of the perfect form of 
government all the rest are ruined by being relaxed or strained 



Ill, 11 


to excess. Thus democracy not only when relaxed but also when 
strained to excess becomes weaker and will end in an oligarchy. 
Similarly, not only does an aquiline or snub nose reach the mean 
when one of these defects is relaxed, but when it becomes aquiline 
or snubbed to excess it is altered to such an extent that even 
the likeness of the nose is lost. Moreover, with reference to 
acts of legislation it is useful not only to understand what form 
of government is expedient by judging in the light of the past 
but also to become acquainted with those in existence in other 
nations and to learn what kinds of government are suitable to 
what kinds of people. It is clear therefore that for legislation 
books of travel are useful since they help us to understand the 
laws of other nations and for political debates historical works, 
literally the investigations of those who write about human actions. 
All these things, however, belong to politics and not to rhetoric." 

Strauss« But still, even if a man would merely be concerned with 
being a successful public speaker he would have to know these 
things. You see here how much Aristotle takes as a matter of 
course that one should study, if one is politically interested, 
the laws of the nations literally translated, i.e., of non Greeks, 
barbarians. This must be emphasized with a view to those who 
still assert that Aristotle identified goodness with Greekness, 

He did not do that. I mean, he believed he would find more po¬ 
litical goodness among Greeks than among barbarians, but by no 
means all. Now what does this beautiful simile of the of the two 
kinds of noses mean, the aquiline nose and the snub nose? Is 
there someone gifted with the pictorial art and can draw the two 
noses? Are you good at that? .Vho is? No one, it can't be true. 
Then I must try. (draws on the board) Now what he says is this. 

If you have the snub nose which as you know can be very beautiful, 
especially in girls, but if they are overdone it might no longer 
be a nose. And similar with an aquiline nose which are more 
beautiful in men, I believe, again they can be so much overdone 
that it would no longer be a nose. You would no longer be able 
to smell with it. Now what is then the right nose? 

Student: The mean. 

Strauss: I.e., neither snub nor aquiline. Apply it to the poli¬ 

tical examples. 

Student: It would be neither monarchy nor polity. 

Strauss: (inaudible) One is like the snub nose. The other is 
like the aquiline nose. Now in each case, the democrat wants to 
keep the snubishness of the nose, and the oligarch wants to keep 
the aquiline character of the nose. Now if they mitigate it then 
they approach more to the normal nose,, to what Aristotle would 
call aristocracy or polity. But if they overdo it in either direc¬ 
tion then it will no longer be not only a democracy or an oligarchy 
but any oolity, any polity. In the one case it will become anarchy 
if democracy is too much relaxed and if oligarchy is too much con¬ 
centrated it will become a tyranny. So it is a very nice simile. 

Now let us turn to chapter 5 which deals with those subjects from 
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which you start v/hen building up deliberative enthymemes, enthy¬ 
memes in deliberation. They deal with the harmful or helpful, 
the bad or good, and since the sum total of all things good for 
man is called happiness Aristotle begins with happiness, Now let 
us read this. 

Studenti "Let us then define happiness as well being . . , 

Straussi No before. 

Student! From the beginning? "Men individually and in common, 
nearly all have some aim in the attainment of which they choose 
or avoid certain things." 

Straussi You see again the reference to private as well as public 
choice. It is possible to deliberate privately. Incidentally, 
also in a public deliberation you might deliberate about the well 
being or the opposite of a particular individual. Yes? 

Student! Doesn't he say that rhetoric is directed to classes of 
people. 

Straussi Yes, strictly understood, but not only does rhetoric con¬ 
sist in politically effective speech in a public assembly about 
politically relevant matters, but there are also other uses or 
rhetoric. It may not be merely in a public assembly and it may 
be about subjects that are not narrowly understood as political, 
that cannot be changed, because rhetoric has this dual character. 

On the one hand it is simply a parallel to dialectics and there¬ 
fore all comprehensive; but on the other hand it has one foot in 
politics. 

Student! Would you call the Symposium an example of the earlier . . . 

Straussi (inaudible) as speeches. I mean how do you draw the line? 

If we have an exchange now, no one would call it a public speech. 

But if you have two friends with you at home then at a certain mo¬ 
ment you say now I must make this clear and you make a speech of 
ten minutes, is this a public speech? No. But if there are seven 
and you speak for thirty minutes, is that a public speech? You 
see the line is hard to draw. 

Students When you talk about the distinction between deliberative 
and (inaudible) what would you call Cicero's orations against . 
Cataline? This definitely had a political end yet it was accusatory. 

Straussi Yes, but that is a very special case because it was high 
treason and that is always at the borderline of the forensic and 
the political. This happens. You cannot change that. But on the 
other hand if Bobby Baker would be indicted then it would be clearly 
a forensic case. Although even in this case as you must have seen 
there are some political implications. But what would go on before 
the law court as such would be forensic. 

Studenti Is there any significance to the fact that in this analogy 
of the nose the two extremes are oligarchy and democracy so the 
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mean would be polity rather than aristocracy? 

Straussi That happens in the Politics . when he speaks of the 
(inaudible) in Book IV beginning when he says that people ordin¬ 
arily say there are two kinds of regimes, democracy and oligarchy. 

How come? Because the most and obvious peroetual cleavage within 
a polity is that between the rich and the^oor. And this scheme of 
Aristotle's in very simple, (writing on the board) V/e have demo¬ 
cracy and we have oligarchy, and then you can have (inaudible) and 
he calls that polity. But you can also have this at a higher level 
and this is aristocracy. In polity the only virtue considered for 
citizenship as such is military virtue (inaudible) and the only 
thing which you omit here is monarchy, kingship, and this didn't 
fit with the polity as polity, but kingship was rather for nations. 

Now let us go on. 

Studenti "This aim, briefly stated, is happiness and its compon¬ 
ent parts. Therefore for the sake of illustration let us ascer¬ 
tain what happiness generally speaking is and what its parts con¬ 
sist in. For all who exhort or dissuade discuss happiness and the 
things which conduce or are detrimental to it. For one should do 
the things which procure happiness or one of its parts or increase 
instead of diminishing it and avoid doing those things which des¬ 
troy or hinder it or bring about what is contrary to it. Let us 
then define happiness as well being combined with virtue . . . 

Straussj Well being means here in the vulgar sense of the word 
doing urell, not in the sense of acting nobly but what we ordinarily 
call when we say of a fellow he is doing well,with virtue. 

Studentj "Or independence of life . . . 

Straussi Self sufficiency 

Studenti "or the life that is most agreeable combined with security 
or abundance of possessions in slaves combined with power to pro¬ 
tect and make use of them. For nearly all men admit that one or 
more of these things constitutes happiness." 

Straussi Now let us stop here for one moment. What is the one 
which you like least, Mr. _? 

Student* I had taken literally independence of life, and so I just ... 

Straussi That can be very exacting (?). But you see what Aristotle 
does here. You see immediately how it is impossible to build a 
scientific reasoning on happiness in this sense, because happiness 
is very ill defined. I mean, the emphasis is very different*in 
the four cases, but in a crude way people admit either the one or 
the other. The thing is somewhat vague what is happiness in the 
ordinary understanding, but it is sufficient for political deliber¬ 
ation. For example, to be quite cautious, two years ago at least 
the people in Hed China were very unhappy and those in this country 
happy with (inaudible). But here you don't need a sophisticated 
notion of happiness. Now let us read a few more lines. 
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Student* "If then such is the nature of happiness its component 
parts must necessarily be noble birth, numerous friends, good 
friends, wealth, good children, numerous children, a good old age, 
further, bodily excellences such as health, beauty, strength, sta¬ 
ture, fitness for athletic contests, a good reputation, honor, 
good luck, virtue. For a man would be entirely independent pro¬ 
vided he possessed all internal and external goods, for there are 
no others. Internal goods are those of mind and body. External 
goods are noble birth, friends, wealth, honor. To these we 
think should be added certain capacities and good luck, for on 
these conditions life will be perfectly secure. Let us now in 
the same way define each of these in detail." 

Straussi I think that is one of the many wonderful passages in 
Aristotle. This enumeration, simple enumeration. He applies his 
powerful mind to such a subject which is hardly susceptible to 
philosophic, scientific treatment, and yet does his best. Now 
is this enumeration good enough? 

Student: He omits philosophy. 

Strauss* But when do people in assemblies speak about philosophy? 
Student* When they condemn it. 

Another Student* (inaudible) as a list of happiness . . . 

Strauss* But may I say this. That is so deeply true what you say 
that it is practically almost irrelevant. We will come back to 
this. But obviously, Aristotle is speaking about what everybody 
regards as happiness. Wouldn't you say that a man who has all 
these advantages, incidentally virtue can include of course every, 
why should it not include theoretical virtue, why should it not 
include philosophy? Now a man who had all these things, all the 
virtues moral and intellectual, and all these other things, would 
you not say I wish I had that life. ’Would you not envy it, not 
necessarily in the nasty sense of envy? Would not one say he is 
an enviable man? What's missing? Is there anything which you 
would . . . Yes? 

Student* A good wife? 

Strauss* Very good. That is also what occurred to me. Why not 
a good wife? I mean if he omitted that would be very grave and 
show a serious defect of Aristotle. And one would call Proverb 
31 against him. Yes? 

Student* I think arts are also necessary. 

Strauss* That could also be counted among ... It depends what 
arts, you know. No one is envied for being a shoemaker. 

Student* Some thing of the order of being a good rhetorician. 

Strauss* That could be said to be implied in virtue. But what 
about the wife, since we have here a clear example that Aristotle 
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neglected something of utmost importance for human happiness. 

Why did he omit it? 

Studenti That could be implied from good children, couldn't it? 

Straussi Well yes, but more directly ... Do you know what the 
most famous utterance about women in Aristotle's time occurs in 
the funeral speech of Pericles. What does he say? 

Students I remember in one instance he tells them not to moan 
to much. 

Straussi I know, but what does he say about wives? What is a 
good wife? 

Students He says that it is better not to speak about it. 

Strausss Yes, the good wife is about whom men among themselves 
would not speak much either for good or (inaudible). Now 
Aristotle follows that. In other words whether a man has a good 
wife would never be a matter of public knowledge, because if she 
is a good wife it wouldn't be mentioned. And Aristotle follows 
that. It's perfectly legitimate. But apart from that it is 
quite true that when he speaks later on of daughters he speaks 
. . . (inaudible) indirectly of the virtues of the wife too. 

So this is really not an omission. If you have any doubt about 
it look when he speaks later in the section on children when he 
says about female children. Do you have that? Shortly after 
the beginning of 1361 a. 

Student: "The blessing of good children and numerous children 

needs little . . . 

(first side of tape runs out) 

(still reading): for the commomwealth it consists in a large num¬ 
ber of good young men, good in bodily excellences such as stature, 
beauty, strength, fitness for athletic contests. The moral ex¬ 
cellences of a young man are self control and courage." 

Strauss: Not the others. The others require a much higher degree 
of discretion which cannot be expected of young men. But that they 
have self control (inaudible) and are courageous can be expected. 

Student: "For the individual it consists in a number of good 

children of his own both male and female and such as we have des¬ 
cribed. Female bodily excellences are beauty and stature. Their 
moral excellences* self control . . . 

Strauss: In other words not strength and not athletic prowess. 

We see what he omits. That would not be so desirable because the 
ffirls most famous for athletic prowess were the Spartan girls who 
had a very bad reputation regarding chastity. And people said, 
well it’s 7**city of Helen. Helen was after all a Spartan girl. 

And what about moral qualities of girls? 
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Student: M self control, and industrious habits free from ser¬ 

vility." 

Strauss: So in other words not courage or manliness, of course 
not. But without sordiness. What does he mean by that? With¬ 
out illiberality would perhaps be a better translation. I sup¬ 
pose less scrubbing floors and more weaving and spinning. And 
you see, this gives you an idea of what a good wife is by indi¬ 
cation. 

Student: "The object of both the individual and the community 

should be to secure the existence of each of these qualities in 
both men and women. For all those states in which the character 
of women is unsatisfactory as in Lacedaemon may be considered on¬ 
ly half hapoy." 

Strauss: Yes. This is developed at great length in the Politics . 
Second Book when he speaks about Sparta. So we see then the 
question of the good wife has been taken care of by implication 
perfectly by Aristotle and that should not be held against him. 

Mr. _? 


Student: Isn't this arrangement of stating first the commonwealth's 

considerations then the individual’s considerations . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: In the paragraph we read now? 

Student: Yes. 

Strauss: That the commonwealth comes first seems to be very reason¬ 
able because we are thinking primarily in political terms. But of 
course you want to have a numerous and good young generation. 

Now this means of course that since they are supposed to be legi¬ 
timate children, that the individual citizens have numerous and 
good offspring. It may be that some have eight children and others 
two and it gives an average of five which would be good enough for 
the community as a whole, but still the man who has eight children 
and good somehow cuts a better figure in the community, other things 
being equal,than the one who has only two. For example, if there 
should be seme controversy and he . . . (inaudible) say six sons 
and the other only has one, you know who will be likely to win. 

Student: Does Aristotle ever speak anywhere about . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: Well he speaks on love in the chapters on friendship at 
this point. Friendship would be the word for love. If you mean 
sex? 

Student: No. 

Strauss: Friendship. 

Student: I mean not sex alone, but the whole character of a man 
and a woman, a man and his wife . . . 

Strauss: You see, that is such a long question. It is good you 
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bring it up. But, you see, we take for granted, for Aristotle 
marriage is much more important than love. And that marriage 
should be based on love in the sense that the two uniting before 
marriage are in love with each other, Aristotle does not assume. 

I mean, I do not remember that he discusses it but generally 
speaking in former times this was not regarded as the most impor¬ 
tant thing. It was regarded as more important that they fit each 
other. Now that people in a state of emotional disturbance as 
love is said to be, you must have read the literature on this sub¬ 
ject, are the best judges of mutual fitness for thirty, forty, 
fifty years is of course a very open question. And therefore this 
view that love is the basis is a relatively recent view. And the 
people who write what we call novels and which is called in French 
and the other Romantic languages ••roman” — romances, romantic — 
this was the writer of romances, a certain kind of poetry, that 
was concerned with this not students of political society. You 
know, because this was (inaudible) a paramount consideration. 

I mean, people were aware of this. They only had to read the 
Bible — the story of Jacob, one whom he loved and the other whom 
he did not love — to see that this is a universal phenomena. But 
the question what importance to attach to it from a broad political 
point of view, the well being of society, the well being of the 
individual household, this is a very long question. If experience 
and wise parents on both sides, which is of course a big if, 
would sit together and fix such a match that this should be infer¬ 
ior to these young intoxicated beings is . . . You must be open 
minded, you know. I mean, the issue is now for practical purposes 

settled by the mores of this country and the modern world in gen¬ 

eral, this does not settle it theoretically. You would admit that? 
Good. Because things might change, you know. 

Studenti I think the question was raised earlier about this para¬ 
graph. I don't know if this is true of the Greek, but the struc¬ 
ture of the English seems to be . . . Ke says you need to explain 
this point by good and numerous children more, and then he says 
if you look at it from the point of view of the commonwealth it's 
very important that the commonwealth has good young men. If we 

look at it from the point of view of the individual he is inter¬ 

ested in both male and female children. And then he concludes by 
saying, of course the commonwealth has to give some concern to wo¬ 
men too because we don't want them to be like the Spartan women. 

Straussj Yes, but even from a strictly military point of view, 
what will the warriors do if they cannot trust the fidelity of 
the wives they left at home? In one war novel I read, I've for¬ 
gotten which, I read the story of some (inaudible) happenings at 
the western front because one of the captains knew that his wife 
was not loyal to him and he was very angry and he immediately be¬ 
gan to shoot at (inaudible) and the consequences . . . This is im¬ 
portant of course. 

Studenti Yes but it is of secondary importance from the point of 
view of the commonwealth. 

Strauss« It may be secondary importance, but it is important 
enough, it’s important enough. And when you read the Second Book 
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of the Politics you will see what Aristotle says there about 
the Spartan women, why this was a real harm to the city of Sparta 
that the women were no good. 

Student: I think a Greek's reaction, however, if he was on the 
front and he received a letter that his wife was unfaithful he'd 
probably demand some sort of money compensation. I don't think 
he'd be too much affected sentimentally. 

Strausss That is hard to say . . . 

Student: The laws, especially the earlier Greek laws ... we see 
that bloodshed was often prevented because one of the parties was 
willing to pay, make financial payments. 

Strauss: But, after all, adultery was a punishable offense, for 
both the adulterer and the wife. So it was not so simple. People 
generally had a certain interest, disregarding everything else, 
in knowing that the property, that they leave their property to 
their own offspring and not to somebody else's offspring. This 
is very natural. But also the fact that Xanthippe was so famous 
for being a very difficult wife shows that the Greeks were aware 
of this problem, you know. This was a kind of (inaudible) a man 
spends his life. So let us return . . . Although this is not ir¬ 
relevant because the fundamental concern is of course are such no¬ 
tions as those of happiness in all its parts, as Aristotle says, 
are they fundamentally variable xo the extent to which it is now 
today asserted, or are they not fundamentally the same. I mean, 
and I would still say that I think we can recognize our lives and 
our evaluations in those stated by Aristotle. For example, he dis¬ 
cusses good old age and that a good old age does not consist in 
the fact that a man ages when he is forty and lives very well, 
has all the infirmities of old age when he is forty but bears them 
well. This you would not call a good old age. If this happened 
when he was sixty or seventy that would be a different story. 

These things have not changed. But another little point which 
has changed, in the paragraph before when he speaks of nobility: 

Student: "Noble birth in the case of the nation or state means 

that its members or inhabitants are sprung from the soil or of 
long standing, that its first members were famous as leaders and 
that many of their descendants have been famous for qualities 
that are highly esteemed. In the case of private individuals 
noble birty is derived from either the father's or the mother's 
side, and on both sides there must be legitimacy. And, as in the 
case of the state, it means that its founders were distinguished 
for virtue or wealth or any other of the things that men honor 
and that a number of famous persons both men and women, young and 
old, belong to the family." 

Strauss: Now is this still intelligible? Yes? 

Student: If we take it outside of family considerations and say 

national considerations or something like that . . . 

Strauss: No there is a phenomenon in this country for which 
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Aristotle doesn't seem to have provided but which I believe can 
be easily integrated into this schemai the Mayflower families. 

How does this fit in? 

Studenti Now it fits in because many years have passed and . . . 

Strausst So there is no (inaudible) in this country. People 
can’t say their ancestors and ancestors and ancestors sprung from 
this soil. No one can say that. Since this is the case, since 
this is fundamentally an immigration country, the oldest immigrants, 
the first wave of immigrants, take the place of (inaudible). So 
there is perfect agreement between what Aristotle says and what 
is said in this country. Mr. _ 

Studenti I think it is probably less popular now, the notion of 
aristocracy in this country, than it was say at the turn of the 
century when so many debutantes married members of the aristocracy, 
of the (inaudible). And I think the reason for this is that during 
the fifties and late forties it was brought out that many of the 
American aristocracy . . . (inaudible), two or three generations 
had developed power and so forth, . , . (inaudible). So today 
there’s been an opoosite reaction. 

Straussi Sure, but that doesn't affect, in other words what con¬ 
stitutes nobility in a more precise sense there are certain varia¬ 
tion^ in former times European nobility were in greater 

demand than they are now. 

Studenti I can't understand . . . 

Straussi European nobility (inaudible) were in greater demand 
than they are now. If a descendant of the German emperor marries 
a sirl in Texas . . . 

Studenti A man in Texas 

Straussi I’m sorry, a man in Texas, and of a family of no parti¬ 
cularly old standing, this is a sign that things have radically 
changed. But still, the difference between . . . For example, 
in Russia I believe that if Stalin didn't have this unfortunate 
fate which he did have I suppose to be the son of Stalin would be 
a distinction. You know that only-because of the famous (inaudible) 
that this is no longer a distinction. That is inevitable. But 
we must not forget one thing of course, that the kind of society 
Aristotle has in mind is a much more stable society than the kind 
of societies we know. Yes? 

Studenti I was gcing to say, what about the consideration of 
Britain. He’s talking about what everybody thinks (inaudible) 
noble birth, etc. will make man happy. Does everybody in Britain 
today give any consideration to noble birth making a man happier, 
or not happier? 

Straussi No, it is not whether it makes a man happy, but whether 
it is regarded as something enviable. In other words, would you 
prefer it or would you not prefer it, if you could have it? 
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And this I think is still generally speaking true, in a crude 
way. But now ■ we come to this question which was raised by 

Mr. _ by implication. And this we must answer in order to 

understand why the reasoning based on these kinds of things 
cannot be simply true. Now why do people prefer noble birth 
to ignoble, in the first place? After all there must be a 
reason for that. These are not simply hard blocks of stupidity 
or irrationality. There is some imperfect reasoning implied. 

What is it? Yes? 

Student» (inaudible) 

Straussi This is a very general . . . Yes, and in addition if 
there is a serious (inaudible) who has . . . Think of the family 
of Churchill. The sorry things we know about some of Churchill's 
children do not matter. 'Ve know Winston Churchill, Randolph 
Churchill, and Marlborough the founder of the family, and in 
between a poet Churchill in the eighteenth century. Anyway, 
if a certain stock has been productive of excellent men and wo¬ 
men we suppose that it will be productive of this kind of thing, 
too. We also know that sometimes people without stock so to 
speak, but out of the (inaudible) better than these men. 

Abraham Lincoln is the most famous example. This we know. 

So we could go into all these things and see there is a kind 
of plausibility in favor of these preferences. But on reflec¬ 
tion it proves to be of very questionable (inaudible). But 
for ordinary purposes these considerations do play a role, 
therefore you cannot simply disregard them because most men 
most of the time will attach importance to this. The truth has 
been stated a long time ago very simply in Plato's Thaetetus 
when he says someone boasts of fifty ancestors, say a Persian 
king or (inaudible,). We all of us have many more than fifty 
ancestors and whether these people who are so famous, and so 
much spoken about, are truly respectable men would need a tho¬ 
rough investigation in each case and many of these celebrities 
would not survive. Surely, that is perfectly true. But this 
means that happiness is here understood, and here defined, e- 
xists merely in the element of opinion, or to use the technical 
term of Aristotle is an endoxon, something which exists only 
in opinion, but it does exist in opinion, otherwise we could 
not recognize this thing. If someone would say, you can make 
a similar experiment, in each case replace the Aristotelian 
thing mentioned by its opposite and see whether people would 
agree that that is a happy man. Now let us make this simple 
experimentj what do we say, that someone would be of obscure 
or ignoble birth, would have no friends or few friends, would 
be poor, would have no children or only poor ones, would age 
prematurely, would be sick, ugly, weak,short, of no athletic 
quality whatever, have no respectability, always be unlucky, 
and lack virtues altogether -- no one would say that this is 
my notion of a happy man. So, in other words, an endoxon does 
not mean that it is simply nonsense, but it is something which 
is dubious, which is questionable. But it has some crude solidity 
for many practical purposes. That's good enough therefore to 
take into consideration by every politically active man. There 
are of course always specific endoxa peculiar to the particular 
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society. That's another matter. That is also true, but Aristotle 
is of course only concerned with the universal, what is universally 
an endoxon. Surely if a society has abolished private wealth and 
inheritances and all this kind of thing quite a few things would 
change and then it would no lunger be (inaudible) to be the son 
or daughter of Khrushchev I believe still carries some weight in 
Russia. If they want to have a passport or a loaf of bread I be¬ 
lieve it is easier for them than for a simple factory worker. I 
have no evidence but I swear that this is true. But then you 
would be compelled to raise the question, is it a better arrange¬ 
ment altogether to cut out wealth, inheritance, and the other 
things which are not required for human happiness in the highest 
sense of the term. In other words this is not a defective society 
where these things are completely absent, some of these things. 

Studenti Your mention of Lincoln calls to mind that Herndon in 
his biography of Lincoln says that Lincoln's mother had an aristo¬ 
cratic . . . 

Straussi 7/ell, if there are any reactionaries in this class, they 
would say "of course." But, I'm sure there are not. 

Student* It's also true that he didn't have a legitimate birth. 

Strauss* Yes, that is something grave. On the other hand, as 
you might learn from Shakespeare's King John it is possible to 
be a born ruler while being an illegitimate child. But, of course, 
he had the right kind of father, Richard the Lion Hearted. Good. 
Now, I hope that one simple point which is crucial to the whole 
Rhetoric is now clear. Rhetorical arguments, generally speaking, 
start from such premises like these, things which are sufficiently 
clear and solid for most practical purposes, and you would make 
capital errors if you disregarded these, for example, if you started 
from the premises that most men are concerned, should I repeat my 
list, would love to be of obscure birth, with no friends or only 
bad ones, poor, with no children or only bad ones, age prematurely, 
be sick, and so on. Then you would make gross mistakes without 
any question. The wisest thing is to start from this but not to 
be deceived by it. And the simplest case which was indicated by 

r.ir. _ , I mean Aristotle has made it perfectly clear that this 

is not true (inaudible). If Aristotle were confronted with a man 
who had a first rate mind, a first rate mind, and of obscure birth, 
no friends, was poor, no children, and so on and so on he would 
of course prefer this man to a man who was happy in this sense. 

Or, differently stated, this one little thing here not elaborated, 
virtue, is from Aristotle’s point of view much more important than 
the whole galaxy of other things taken together. Is this not clear? 
Sure. This is so, and a man who is not aware of that will be a 
very poor fish. 3ut still he cannot ordinarily act on this because 
the other goods are very much desired my men and not unreasonably 
desired by men, not unreasonably. And there is no better word as 
far as I know for the cognitive status of these things but "endoxa," 
things existing in opinion wherever there are human beings and not 
to be disregarded but also cannot be taken as the premises for a 
truly theoretical syllogism. And especially if you assigned equal 
weight to each of the things enumerated then you would make fatal 
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errors, if you would not assign its proper weight to virtue in 
particular. So is this point now clear? Because all the argu¬ 
ments which you will find later on have this character. But it 
is also important to realize that we cannot do without that, we 
cannot do without that. -Ve find this even in something like wel¬ 
fare legislation. Part of then come of course up. You know, I 
mean how could there be this concern with care for the senior citi¬ 
zens, as they are now called, unless there were not something that 
a good old age is generally desired, to say nothing of housing 
and the other things. ?'!r. _ 

Students v/hat you just said now about how all the arguments that 
we will encounter later will have the same character, and just 
considering the whole of this chapter, the fact that's it is intro¬ 
duced, being given as an example, is it fair to say that we en¬ 
counter here a rhetorical account of rhetoric? That it's not a 
demonstration of rhetoric but it's a rhetorical account? 

Strausss Yes, that is a very important question. In other words 
what is the cognitive status of that doctrine regarding rhetoric? 
while rhetorical speech is clearly, essentially, rhetorical, is 
Aristotle's P.hetoric rhetorical? What do you think? 

Studenti I thought I saw one other index that it might be, where 
he in chapter 4 says I give a sign. 

Strauss: Signs can be used in science as well as in rhetoric. 

Student: Except that he stressed so much that the enthymeme is 
made up of signs and probabilities. 

Strauss: Yes, that applies to the rhetorical speech, but what 
about Aristotle's speech about rhetoric? Is this rhetorical? Is 
this not clear? For example, a' lyrical poem is a lyrical poem; 
but an analysis of a lyrical poem is obviously not a lyrical poem 
but God knows what. And so there is no reason whatever Aristotle’s 
speech about rhetoric should be itself rhetorical. I would say 
it is not a talk. I mean there nay be some minor concessions to 
rhetoric here and there, but that's another question. The simple 
fact that Aristotle begins with the simple sentence of the corres- 
oonder.ce of rhetoric and dialectics and takes his time to let us 
in to the obvious secret that rhetoric has also one foot in politics, 
this is a kind of rhetorical device that every teacher does, you 
know. Teaching means, of course, (inaudible). But I would say, 
no Aristotle's Rhetoric is a scientific speech about non-scientific 
speech, scientific now not in the sense in which it is defined at 
present by logical positivism, of course, but scientific from 
Aristotle's point of view. It tries to make as clear and lucid 
as possible what this is, rhetoric. 

Student: One reason why I thought it would be, if it could be 

shown that it was rhetorical in any way, would be that this would 
be a definite and vivid example of how a rhetorician would proceed. 
And here he is oroceeding about an important subject, about rhetoric 
itself. 
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Strauss, No, I do not think that he does. I mean, I do not a- 
gree that, on the contrary, what is so wonderful in Aristotle and 
I believe which has never been surpassed and probably never rivaled 
that is Aristotle's exactness regarding the inexact. You know 
what I mean, such a thing like many good friends. This is a very 
inexact concept. And Aristotle tries to make it as clear and not 
to distort it, not to touch it with clumsy hands that something 
else comes out of it, to leave it as it is and yet to state it 
exactly as it is. In our century a word was invented for this 
kind of deliberative and cautious treatment of things which are 
not susceptible of mathematical treatment. It was called "phenom¬ 
enology" (?). You may have heard of that word. This is (inaudible) 
what remains and what Aristotle had done in an absolutely marvellous 
way before. There was a historical connection between the emergence 
of phenomenology and Aristotle. 

Student: "Phenomenology"? 

Strauss: Yes, Husserl's "phenomenology," and mediated by (inaudible) 
who was a kind of strange scholastic and so knowing of course Aristotle 
Now. there is one point which you mentioned in your paper, the ques¬ 
tion of envy. I mean I had defined for myself in order to make 
intelligible what the Greek word "eudainon" (?)means in terms which 
are not misleading because happiness is of course also misleading. 

If someone is contented with the state of things we call him happhy. 

And we can easily see a moron who always smiles, but he's of course 
not happy in the Greek sense of the word. He doesn't have a good 
(inaudible). So I added at least, at a minimum, an enviable con¬ 
dition of contentedness. No one envies a moron. No one would 
wish to be, unless in a state of great disturbance where he would 
prefer death to life he might say I wish I had no understanding 
of ny situation. 3ut an enviable condition. Aristotle speaks 
of this. Somewhere he says that chance is the cause of all good 
things of which a man can be enviable. Do you remember the passage? 

I can not now find this. Let us discuss this very briefly and 
then we will call it a day. We envy of course people only of 

things which we regard as good, that goes without saying. But do 

we envy them of all good things they have? What Aristotle means 

is that we envy them, or we may envy them, of everything except 

things which they owe entirely to themselves. Cne does not envy 
a man for his justice. One may envy him for the reputation he 
gets but that is a different consideration. So we envy people not 
only for the goods of fortune in the narrow sense, money or what 
not, but we envy them also for what they have by nature. For 
example, if someone is very beautiful, man or woman, which or 
she does not owe to any cosmetics or any other effort but to na¬ 
ture — he or she is envied for that. So from this point of view 
everything, even the natural gifts, are goods of fortune, while 
only the virtues cannot be goods of fortune, the moral virtues. 

The intellectual virtues, in so far as they are gifts, are of ■ 
course also objects of envy. 

Now, there are a number of other things, but it would not be wise, 
the question which we have to take up sooner or later, and which 
is very important, is this. There are two different reasons why 
political rhetoric cannot be scientific. The first reason is 
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political rhetoric presupposes specific endoxa, well I hope I 
do not have to translate it each time, "things being only in 
opinion." And therefore political rhetoric cannot be scientific. 
The other reason, however, is because political rhetoric deals 
with particular things which are not subject to any art. Poli¬ 
tical rhetoric deals with objects of action, not with objects of 
the arts. That is left to the various artisans who may appear 
as exoerts, but only as experts, and do not have the vote/so to 
speak. Now the question is these are two radically different 
considerations. I mean the fact that rhetoric deals with objects 
of action and that it presupposes, is based on endoxa. The dif¬ 
ficulty! .Vhy would it not be possible to deal with objects of 
action of any sort, anything you wanted to decide, in a scientific 
or technical manner? That in fact most of us most of the time 
make assumptions of this endoxon character does not yet prove that 
it is necessary to do so. I leave this with you now as a question 
and we must return to it as soon as possible. 



Lecture IV 

Aristotle's Rhetoric . April 8, 1964 


(in progress) Strauss: and I think that it is absolutely necessary 
if only in order to be aware that the practice of rhetoric is, of 
course, much older than the theory of rhetoric and.this (inaudible) 
from the very beginning of the theory called the (inaudible). Now 
you began your paper with a reference to (inaudible) the Politics 
where the relation of the rulers and ruled is compared to that of 
the flute player to the flute maker. And what is the virtue which 
the flute player or ruler has and which the flute maker or ruled 
has? 

Student: The virtue of the flute player is that of practical wis¬ 
dom; whereas the virtue of the flute maker is that of true opinion. 

Strauss: True opinion. 

Student: At least that's what . . . 

Strauss: Why is this opinion true, or correct? Correct opinion 
would be the more literal translation. 

Student: It seems to be because the true opinion would enable the 

subject to follow the ruler. 

Strauss: Now if you think first of the example, flute player and 

flute maker, now does the flute maker know what a good flute is? 

Student: Well, in the Republic Socrates points out that the flute 
player would inform the flute maker . . . 

Strauss: In other words, the man who knows it is the flute player. 
The flute maker has only opinion. But this is the opinion derived 
from someone who knows, thus it is correct opinion. Now but if 
this is so, if the relation of the ruler and ruled is that of the 
flute player and flute maker, or if the rhetorician is someone 
like a (inaudible), what happens to the distinction between praxis 
and pees** , between acting and producing, of which you rightly 
said this is basic for Aristotle? The physician and the shoemaker 
are both men who produce something, the shoemaker shoes and the 
physician health. Then, the rhetorician also produces something, 
that is called a persuasion. Now, then is rhetoric therefore not 
exactly an art, a techne like the other arts? And where does the 
distinction between producing, a matter of the arts, and acting, 
a matter of oractical wisdom cone in? What haooens to it? Well 
we will take it up later coherently. Now first there was a ques¬ 
tion by Mr. _. Political rhetoric cannot be scientific because 

it presupposes endoxa, authoritative opinion, and deals with ob¬ 
jects of action. Yes, these are two different considerations. 

Your question . . . Why not treat these objects of action in a 
scientific manner, as much as possible, i.e., with as much exact¬ 
ness as the matter admits? Does not the Aristotelian prudent man 
do this? Surely, but the question is, is there not an essential 
difference, so that however far the scientific or theoretical treat 
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ment might go it can never be, never . however much social science 
might progress (inaudible). But we will take up this question at 
a later date. 

Now first let us see, the first two chapters are very difficult, 

very thorny, and I was very glad that Mr, _ made such a good 

and on the whole successful effort to understand the sequence of 
the (inaidible). Chapters 6 and 7 are much more abstract than 
chapter 5 because chapter 5 dealt with the end, happiness and its 
parts, all things known to everyone of us from daily experience, 
whereas 6 and 7 deal with the abstract principles, what is ffood 
and good in both senses : good as choice worthy for its own sake, 
and as conducive to the things choice worthy for its own sake, 
and in the greatest generality. But indeed, as you said, Aristotle 
is primarily concerned with the things which are good for some end, 
or expedient or conducive, tfe can only discuss a few passages 
which indicate the general character of Aristotle's reasoning here. 
Let us turn to chapter 6 , 1362 b 14-18$ 

Student: "Health, beauty, and the like . . . 

Strauss: Meaning are good. 

Student: "are good, for they are virtues of the body and produce 

many advantages. For instance, health is productive of pleasure 
and of life, wherefore it is thought -oct be best of all, because 
it is the cause of two things which the majority of men prize most 
highly." 

Strauss: Namely it produces pleasure and life. So this is only 
another sign, You see these things are not simply true, that 
health is the best. It is thought to be the best, felt to be the 
best. And why? Because it is a cause of things, of two things, 
which are particularly esteemed by the many: pleasure and living, 
mere life. You see, this is not in any way a demonstrative argu¬ 
ment which starts from that but it is sufficiently good because 
when you address the many it is safe enough to start from what 
the many accept. You see that? This is just .a simple example. 

There is another passage shortly before when he speaks about the 
virtues at 1362 b 2 : 

Student: "The virtues also must be a good thing, fcr those who 
possess them are in a sound condition and they are also productive 
of good things and practical." 

Strauss: Yes, practical means as Mr. _ explained that they 

enable a man to act. Now you see here, this is also characteristic, 
here is nothing said at all about the intrinsic choice worthiness 
of virtue because of the vulgar view of wirtue, virtues must be 
good for something, v'/e will take this up in another context later. 
Now, from b 29 shortly before the quotation from Homer. 

Student: "These are nearly all things generally recognized as good. 

Strauss: In the Greek, of course, there is no word "generally" 

in this context but those things which are "agreed upon" to be good. 
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But this agreement means naturally agreed upon by the generality 
of men. 

Studenti "In the case of doubtful goods, the arguments in their 
favor are drawn from the following. That is good the opposite of 
which is evil, or the opposite of which is advantageous to our en¬ 
emies. For instance, if it is especially advantageous to our en¬ 
emies that we should be cowards it is clear that courage is espe¬ 
cially advantageous to the citizens. And, speaking generally, the 
opposite of what our enemies desire or of that in which they re¬ 
joice appears to be advantageous, wherefore it was well saidt 
'Of a truth Priam would exalt.' " 

Strauss j Meaning from a Greek point of view. If Priam will be 
pleased signs (inaudible). 

Studentj "This is not always the case, but only as a general rule, 
for there is nothing to prevent one and the same thing from being 
sometimes advantageous to two opposite parties. Hence it is said 
that misfortune brings men together when a common danger threatens 
them." 

Strausst Yes, well that could be used as a commonplace of much 
of present day foreign policy discussion. If the Russians like 
it that's a reason for not doing it, the wheat deal. But then 

there are things which the Russians like and we like — no nuclear 

war. As Aristotle puts it, the evil things, threatening equally 
both parties brings the two parties together. So, for example, 
the situation changes a great deal. What pleases Mao and is dis¬ 
turbing to Khrushchev might also be disturbing to us. This is 
one complication (?). But you see, here is a simple case why this 

kind of argument can never be demonstrative, because of the intrin¬ 

sic ambiguity of the situation. But of course this will never pre¬ 
vent men, and rightly so, from using this argument» the others 
like it, the enemy likes it? this is a good enough reason for re¬ 
jecting it. In many cases its good of course, but not always. 

Now a iittle bit later where you left off when he quotes again 
Homer. 

Studentj "And they would leave Argive Helen for Priam and the 
Trojans to boast, and it is disgraceful to tarry long, and the 
proverb, to break the pitcher at the door. And that which many 
aim at and which is seen to be competed for by many, for that 
which all aim at was recognized as a good, and the majority may al¬ 
most stand for all." 

Strauss: And the many come to (inaudible) as if they were all, 

as if they were all. You see obviously this identification of 
the many with the all is very dubious, because maybe the few — 
if you take all minus many equals few — this few might be the wise. 
But for many considerations that is wholly irrelevant. But that 
is due to an ambiguity of "many" of course. "Many" might mean 
ill normal human beings, those who are not deaf, blind, lame, 
moronic, and so on and so on. But "many" might of course also 
mean all the non wise. This is a necessary ambiguity. If it 
means all normal human beings, then its sound. But if it means 
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all non wise then it means in a way all abnormal human beings, 
if to be a normal human being is to be wise. . This shows the dif¬ 
ficulty. Go on where you left off. 

Student* "And that which is the object of praise . .. 

Strauss* The praise worthy meaning always to act the praise worthy 
is good (?). 

Student* "for no one praises that which is not good. And that 
which is praised by enemies, for if even those who are injured 
by it acknowledge its goodness this amounts to a universal recog¬ 
nition of it, for it is because of its goodness being evident that 
they acknowledge it, just as those whom their enemies praise are 
worthless, therefore the Corinthians imagined themselves insulted 
by Simonides when he wrote, ’Ilium does not blame the Corinthians.' 
And that which one of the practically wise or good, man or woman, 
has chosen before others as Athena chose Odysseus, Theseus Helen, 
the godesses Alexander, and Homer Achilles." 

Strauss* Yes, these examples are particularly revealing because 
Alexander is of course Paris, Helena’s second husband. Now 
Athena would not agree with that, no Athena was one of (inaudible), 
but say Zeus would not agree with that and quite a few other people 
also. So if you use this kind of arguments, because some man or 
body of men of good judgment have approved of him or his actions, 
that’s all right but there may be others who disapproved of him 
of course and on better ground. But still you see that these 
arguments are not entirely worthless, you see that there is no 

one who praised (?) . this low character to whom Mr. _ 

referred at the beginning of the period. No one praised _. 

So whatever may be wrong with Alexander or Paris, he is still 

superior to _ because the goddesses praised him or thought 

highly of him. You see also that the enemies praise something 
which formerly appeared as a reason for rejecting this thing may 
also be a reason for accepting it. A simple present day example* 
General Mac_Arthur was highly praised by the Japanese, because they 
saw he was an able general. So here the argument is thisj If even 
the enemy praises, recognizes superiority, all the more is it 
praiseworthy. But you see also the way in which these arguments 
do have some weiaht but they must be elaborated in order to be 
truly demonstrative, if they can be made demonstrative. This is 
all clear? 

Now let us look at a few other things in the next chapter. In 
1363 b 19, begin to read here. 

Student* "Since besides we call good that which is desirable for 
its own sake and not for anything else and that which all things 
aim at and which they would choose if they possessed reason and 
practical wisdom and that which is productive or protective of 
good or on which such fall and since that for the sake of which 
anything is done is the end and the end is that for the sake of 
which everything else is done and that is good for each man which 
relatively to him presents all these conditions, it necessarily 
follows that a laraer number of good things is a greater good than 
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one or a smaller number, if the one or the smaller number is reck¬ 
oned as one of them, for it exceeds them and that which is contained 
is exceeded, H 

Strauss» Why does he say, if you count the one, if you count also 
the one or the few? Why does he make this qualification? 

Student: One steak is worth one hundred apples, 

Strausss Yes, good, but now a bit more in application to the human 
good (inaudible), 

Studenti Virtue is better than a thousand concubines. 

Strauss: And steaks, and so on. In other words, if the other 
ingredients of happiness are all present but virtue is not present 
then it is really a question whether all the other ingredients 
have the value of the single thing, therefore Aristotle adds, and 
then you can take any item ycu want, say many friends or whatever 

it may be, but if virtue is in it, I mean if you have virtue plus 

steak its better than virtue without steak. This can easily be 

said even if they are otherwise in command of it (?), but it does 

add something. 

Now another example of this ambiguity in 1364 a 10: 

Student: "And if one thing is a first principle and another not, 
if one thing is a cause and another not, for the same reason." 

Strauss: In other words here he speaks of what is preferable, 

a greater good. So that which is the principle is a greater good 
than that which is not a principle, and that which is a cause 
than that which is no cause, for the same reason, namely . . . 

Student: "And if there are two first principles or two causes 

that which results from the greater is greater and conversely when 
there are two first principles or two causes that which is the 
first cause or principle of the greater is greater. It is clear 
then from what has been said that a thing may be greater in two 
ways, for if it. is a first principle but another is not it will 
appear to be greater and if it is not a first principle but an 
end while another is, for the end is greater and not a first 
principle. Thus, Leoaamas when accusing Callistratus declared 
that the man who had given the advice was more guilty than the one 
who had carried it out, for if he had not suggested it it could 
not have been carried out. And conversely, when accusing Chabrias 
he declared that the man who had carried out the advice was more 
guilty than the one who had given it, for it could not have been 
carried out had there not been someone to do so, and the reason 
why people devise plots was that others might carry them out." 

Strauss: This is a beautiful (inaudible) of the ambiguity of, 
the inevitable ambiguity of the legitimacy of both ways of reason¬ 
ing. Well, I remember the reasoning of Lincoln, there must be some 
among you who remember much better, when he contrasts the guilt 
of the soldier boy on the one hand the wily agitator on the other. 
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The wily agitator was the one who said (inaudible). But the wily 
agitator did not commit himself treason or whatever the crime was. 

The poor boy did commit the crime of treason. How to distribute 
here , . . Obviously some case can be made for both points. And 
how would it be decided now, roughly? I believe from the point 
of view that what is punishable is only actions proper, not speeches. 
And therefore the wily agitator can do what he wants and only the 
action is punishable. But this of course raises the question 
whether this line of distinction is not itself a mere endoxon, 
you know, a principle based on opinion which does not hold water 
if it is meant to be a rational principle. This is one of the few 
cases where Aristotle gives examples. And the difficulty of under¬ 
standing these two chapters is that one does not always have the 
ready examole for what Aristotle (inaudible). And the ideal task 
of the interpreter would be to give in each case an example, and 
preferably a telling one. Then this whole thing would be trans¬ 
formed from a kind of two dimensionality into three dimensionality 
where it becomes alive. 

Student: Why didn't Aristotle do that? 

Straussi Because he thought that publicly, politically interested 
and able people .vould always find examples. But the terrific work 
implied here, alone in these two chapters, is absolutely amazing, 
to bring together all these ways of reasoning which are rhetoric, 

I mean, I think one can also say that if he had written only the 
Rhetoric he would be one of the greatest men of science there ever 
were, even if only the Rhetoric . But it's of course the same 
quality of his mind that enabled him to write his other books. 

Now let us treat the immediate sequel: 

Studenti "And that which is scarcer is a greater good than that 
which is abundant, as gold than iron, although it is less useful. 

But the possession of it is more valuable since it is more difficult 
of acquisition. From another point of view that which is abundant 
is to be preferred to that which is scarce because the use of it 
is greater, for often exceeds seldom, whence the saying, water is 
best." 


Strauss: "Better” implies here better than gold and anything else. 

A case can be made for both views. There is no way to change that. 
There is one more Dassage which I would like us to discuss briefly. 
In 1364 b 12-I3i 

Student: "And when the sciences are nobler and more dignified 

the nobler and more dignified are their subjects, for as is the 

science so is the truth which is its object. And each science 

describes that which properly belongs to it. And, by analogy, 

the nobler and more dignified the objects of science, the nobler 

and more dignified is the science itself for the same reason. 

And that which nen of practical wisdom, either all or more or the 
best of them, would judge or have judged to be a greater good 
must necessarily be such either absolutely or in so far as 

they have judged as men of practical wisdom." 


Strauss: Now what does this distinction mean: absolutely or say 
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as judged according to practical wisdom? Yes? 

Studenti Well, the man who is known for practical reason, practical 
wisdom isn’t infallible, in other words, he isn't always going to 
make the judgment (inaudible). 

Strauss* He may not have made that judgment as man of practical 
wisdom but persuaded by some irrelevant thing or because he didn't 
consider the issue as important. I mean he doesn't have to be a 
fool. He may simply not have regarded the issue as important. 

Yes? 

Studenti Suppose a man of practical wisdom says, "the king is a 
good and wise man." Practical wisdom tells him to do that be¬ 
cause the safety of the state requires it. 

Strauss j Very good. In other words you turn it now around. So 
that what would be, what they have said absolutely would mean what 
corresponds, where there are no prudential considerations involved. 

In the other case (inaudible). A little bit further on when he 
speaks what is available to the better man. 

Studenti "And what the better man would choose, either absolutely 
or in so far as he is better . . . 

Strauss* No, before. 

Student* "also are those things which better men possess either 
absolutely or in so far as they are better, for instance courage 
is better than strength." 

Straussi Yes, why? .Vhy does he make the qualification, either 
simply or as better? I believe because the better men are not nec¬ 
essarily lacking in strength, but qua better men we have in mind 
courage rather than strength. But it might also happen that all 
better men are also strong. I believe that is so. A bit further 
on: 

Student* "And that which is more aggreeable rather than that which 
is less so, for all things pursue pleasure .and desire it for its 
own sake. And it is by these good conditions that the good and 
end have been defined, ^nd that is more aggreeable which is less 
subject to pain and is aggreeable for a longer time, and that 
which is nobler than that which is less noble . .. 

Straussi And so on, and so on. Now here of course a question 
would arise what if the pleasant is something different from the 
noble. This question is not here discussed, as you see. Now an¬ 
other point which is of some interest in 1365 a. 47* 

Student* "And that which is chosen by all is better than that which 
is not, and that which the majority . . . 

Strauss* No, not "chosen." I understand it, that which all possess, 
meaning all exceot we, is the greater good, for it is a disgrace 
not to partake in it. But that which no one or few possess, that 
is higher because it is the rarer. This example occurred to me* 
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All except we have A bombs, hence we must have A bombs too 
, . . (inaudible). Or only we have sputniks, an example of the 
second case, and therefore that is something to be desired. 

Student: He makes that same point earlier when he talks about 
men thinking good that which they need no matter how (inaudible) 
it may be. in chapter 6 . . , 

Strauss: Well, here he repeats it only from the point of view 
of more and less. Now let me see if there is anything else. 

A bit before the beginning of 13&5 b: 

Student: "And real things are preferable to those that have refer¬ 

ence to public opinion, the latter being defined as those which 
a man would not choose if they were likely to remain unnoticed by 
others. It would seem then that it is better receive than to con¬ 
fer a benefit, for one would choose the former even if it should 
dhss unnoticed whereas one would not choose to confer a benefit 
if it were likely to remain unknown." 

Strauss: So in other words if the other receives a benefit and 
would never know who the benefactor was, a kind of tough morality 
isn't it. 

Student: Ostentatious (inaudible)? 

Strauss: But still that is part of popular morality. Yes, go on. 

Student: "Those things are also to be preferred which men would 
rather possess in reality than in appearance, because they are . 
nearer the true, wherefore it is commonly said that justice is 
a thing of little importance because people prefer to appear just 
than to be just." 

Strauss: In other words they get all the benefits from the appear¬ 
ance of justice without possessing it, whereas if they possessed 
it without the appearances they would not get any benefits. Is 
this notion known to you? 

Student: Thrasymachus 

Strauss: Not Thrasymachus, Glaucon. Glaucon develops it at great 
length. He takes up the issue later on. We do not have to go in¬ 
to that. I would like to discuss in detail the last chapter, 
chapter 8 for the reason which appears from the very first sen¬ 
tence. Now will you begin. 

Student: These are nearly all the topics from which arguments may 
be drawn in persuading and dissuading, but the most important and 
effective of all the means of persuasion and good counsel is to 
know all the forms of government and to distinguish the manners 
and customs, institutions, and interests of each, for all men are 
guided by considerations of expediency and that which preserves 
the state is expedient." 

Strauss: Let us stop here. So that is in a way more important 
than everything else. Not that the preceding things are unimpor- 
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tant, but these are most obviously important for any deliberation. 
And the subject is primarily the politeia, or the regimes. And 
why is this so? Because all proposals are made with a view to 
the expedient. But expedient to what or to whom? You can say to 
the community or to the ‘polis surely, but the community is always 
a specifically formed community, a democracy,an aristocracy or 
whatever it may be. And as Aristotle puts it, what is expedient 
is that which preserves the regime. There he shouldn't translate 
"state." That would be "polis," but he says "politeia." In other 
words the politically neutral considerations which exist of course, 

I mean something has to be done regardless of what the regime is, 
this is relatively rare and not a truly important thing. So the 
expedient par excellence is that which preserves the regime, 
therefore one has to know the regime. Now a second reason, in¬ 
troduced with a "furthermore"* 

Student* "Further, the declaration of the authority is authori¬ 
tative and the different kinds of authority are distinguished ac¬ 
cording to the regime. In fact, there are as many authorities as 
there are regimes. Now there are four kinds of regimes: democracy, 
oligarchy, aristocracy, monarchy. So that the supreme or deciding 
authority is always the part or the whole of these." 

Strauss: So that is an additional reason. That which is authori¬ 
tative, that which you must try to persuade, depends on the regime. 
It could be this kind of order, say a popular assembly consisting 
of all citizens, practically all grown up men: democracy; of a part* 
an oligarchy; or it may be an individual man, it may be a king. 

So in order to speak effectively on has to know to whom to talk 
and that depends on the regime. One has to know the regime. 

Now- xhe conclusion of what you read is very hard and I have not 
found a satisfactory interpretation of that. I regard it as pos¬ 
sible that this is an illusion to the possibility of a mixture of 
the regimes, but I’m not entirely happy with that. Now let us go 
on. 


Student: I wanted to say, the question was raised last time or 

Xhe time before why there are four kinds of happiness and three 
in Xhe Ethics , and there are only four regimes here too and there 
are six in the Politics . Is it possible that these four happinesses 
and four regimes . . . 

Strauss* No, I don’t find any positive sign of it. But we have 
to take up this question briefly about the regimes. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss* No, you persuade the government, but the government not 
now in our modern sense . . . Take a town. The government may be 
a town meeting where every resident of the town is a member. That 
would be a democracy. It may be that cnly people on the basis of 
a very high property qualification are full citizens. That would 
be an oligarchy. The body of citizens, the body of full citizens, 
differs according to the regime. If it is a democracy, it would 
be all; an oligarchy, a few; if it is an aristocracy, a few of a 
certain kindj if it is a monarchy, a single man. And every 
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public speech, a deliberative speech, is addressed to those men 
constituting the regime. And therefore you have to know the re¬ 
gime. This will become clearer from the sequel. Go on. 

Studenti “Democracy is a regime in which the offices are dis¬ 
tributed by the people among themselves by lot. In an oligarchy 
by those who oossess a certain property qualification. In an 
aristocracy by those who possess an education qualification, mean¬ 
ing an education that is laid down by the law. In fact, in an 
aristocracy power and office are in the hands of those who have 
remained faithful to what the law prescribes and who must of ne¬ 
cessity appear best, whence this form of government has taken its 
name." 

Strauss: Now I supcose the difference between democracy and oli¬ 
garchy is no question, with a property qualification or no property 
qualification. A somewhat difficult case is that of aristocracy 
in which those . . . (inaudible) which are in control by virtue 
of their education. Now when Aristotle says here "education** that 
is not so different from what he ordinarily says in the Politics 
"according to virtue," because education is that which is produc¬ 
tive of virtue. But Aristotle uses this here in order to define 
what kind of education. Of course it has nothing to do with what 
we now call education at least in this country because now educa¬ 
tion simply means instruction and not formation of character. 

And for Aristotle, just as for Plato, education means first of 
all formation of character. 3ut then Aristotle makes here clear 
what kind of education is this, namely the education laid down by 
the law. Perhaps there is an education which is not laid down by 
law and cannot be laid down. When Thucydides praises at 

the end of the Seventh Book of his work and he speaks there, how 
does he call it, he says that possessed, was praiseworthy 

because of his whole pursuit guided by law toward virtue. The po¬ 
sition is ambiguous, one can also translate, the whole pursuit 
directed toward virtue as understood by the law. And this is of 
course not virtue simply. Law (inaudible) virtue is not the same 
as virtue simply; law (inaudible) education is not the same as 
education simply. Aristotle surely does not say here that the 
characteristic of aristocracy is virtue. That he wants to avoid. 

The question of virtue will be taken up in chapter 9 next time. 

It is a much cruder version of aristocracy than the higher. 

That’s perfectly fitting. Now does this (inaudible) the difficulty, 
or is there a point which I have not considered? 

Student» Well, if you just simply say its a much cruder version. 

Strauss: Surely, it should be. After all, this is not the Poli ¬ 

tics . This is what you have to know. The kind of aristocracies 
which you meet ordinarily are these kinds of aristocracies. 

Remember that in the Politics Aristotle makes a distinction be¬ 
tween an aristocracy in the strict sense and what is ordinarily 
called aristocracy. 

Student: Yes, but he makes the distinction along the principles 
of virtue, numbers, and wealth. And he says well let's look 
(inaudible) in an aristocracy and then he points out the principles 
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that exist there . . . 

Strauss: Yes, but this affects also the virtue which is intended. 

In the case of Sparta he makes it clear that the virtue intended 
is a very lopsided thing, military virtue. 

Student: That's true, but the thing is that while virtue still 

exists in (inaudible-' here the questions of numbers and wealth 
have both dropped out of . , . 

Strauss: Yes, but I think not because Aristotle considers it ir¬ 
relevant. But for a crude distinction that is sufficient. In 
an oligarchy you know the wealthy people, even if they were for¬ 
merly, horrible to think, (inaudible), a case discussed by Aristotle 
in the Politics , thieves. If a man became rich, say he was a 
butcher, and became rich by having only the riaht kinds of steaks 
available then he becomes a member of the oligarchy as soon as he 
has the property qualification, that's oligarchy. But an aristo¬ 
cracy is characterized by the fact that its members claim to be 
the better ceople, not the richer people. And this better people 
has very much to do with decency. They would not beat (?) and 
mistreat and would not do similar things. You know Xenophon’s 

_ (?) gives a nice description of what Persian education 

was, that they always behaved in a dignified manner. That is what 
one ordinarily understands by better people, is it not? I mean 
they never make a mistake where to use a fork and where to use a 
knife. But also in a higher sense . . . (inaudible) but the most 
visible (inaudible). And how high it reaches, whether it reaches 
very high is left open. And the strict case of aristocracy would 
of course be where it would reach to the highest. But these are 
(inaudible) cases and you can disregard them for most practical 
purposes. Now the next point . . , 

Student: "In a monarchy, as its name indicates, one man alone 

is supreme over all.” 

Strauss: In other words in a monarchy that means you don't need 

rhetoric strictly speaking. You must be able to persuade that 
monarch in the closet (?). But this does not necessarily have to 
be a rhetorical power (?); on the contrary, it may be wholly un¬ 
desirable. Remember what we read in Hobbes’ Leviathan about this 
question. Therefore this is very interesting. In a democracy you 
see it every day. A considerable oratorical power is needed to 
be an outstanding democratic saatesman. The case of Eisenhower 
is the exception which proves the rule, rather than the typical 
case. Whereas these great monarchical statemen like (inaudible), 
these were not good orators. 

Student: An interesting example of that would be Woodrow Wilson’s 

classic essay on public administration where he sets forth various 
reforms. He then explains why Prussia had a much better admini¬ 
stration than the United States. And the important point is that 
it is much easier to persuade the monarch or the smaller group of 
people in control to implement these reforms than it is to per¬ 
suade the people of the United States. 
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Strauss» That was one of the favorite arguments of the monarchists 
and . . . (inaudible) that the Fresident of a sreat reoublic 
should have adopted it. It's almost like the famous story of 
President Eisenhower when he said it was so difficult to refute 
/<wrco's acne's , Remember that famous story. He couldn't say anything 
about argument in favor of communism. Because 

simply appealed to certain notions of military discipline which 
of course were natural to generals. Bismarck said of himself 
that he would never have succeeded if he didn't have the qualities 
of the courtier. You don't have to have the courtier's qualities 
in order to be a successful democratic politician. Eut on the 
other hand you don't have to be an orator to be a successful 
monarchic politician. Yes, now how does he go on. 

Student: "If it is subject to certain regulations it is called 

a kingdom. If it is unlimited, a tyranny." 

Strauss: Well, if it is according to some order . 

Student: Nor should the end of each regime be neglected, for men 
choose the things which have reference to the ends." 

Strauss: You see, hitherto he has not spoken of the ends, and 
the end is that thing which throws light. For example when he 
says offices are distributed by the lot. This is unenlightening 
in itself. Why by lot, or why give all the cower to the people 
of wealth? That can be understood only when you look at the end. 

Is this clear? 

Student: Not so clear. Why can’t you define government by pro¬ 

cess, as many people do today ? (inaudible) 

Strauss: But still, for the very simple reason . . . Well, some¬ 
one here must be able to answer that question at least as well 
as I can. Why is it not sufficient to define it as a process? 

Student: Well its not meaningful unless we understand what the 

process is supposed to attain. Why do we have . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: That's the end, that's the end. What is the virtue of 
having so called free elections as distinguished by a single list 
handed down by the government? what's the virtue of that? 

Student: The consent of the governed. 

Strauss: Why is that good? 

Student: Well, I could refer you to John Locke . . . 

Strauss: That is a very good rhetorical argument that we cannot 
use here. I believe there would be one simple answer even from 
Locke, a word, and that word is? 

Student: Freedom 

Strauss: Freedom, which needs some elaboration, some definition, 
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because "freedom" is an ambiguous term but still it points in the 
right direction. Now what are these ends? 

Studenti "Now, the end of democracy is liberty, of oligarchy wealth, 
of aristocracy things relating to education and what the law pre¬ 
scribes, of tyranny self protection." 

Strauss: All right. You see here how he avoids the word"virtue" 
when speaking of aristocracy. That's the point. He doesn't say 
here education and decency . . . (inaudible) because this is not 
the end. Education is not the end. Therefore he says that it is 
connected with that with education. He avoids the word "virtue" 

. . . (inaudible) and he avoids it because he doesn't want to open 
up the whole issue. 

Student: I was struck by self protection as the end of tyranny. 

I was thinking of in Herodotus after Salamis the worry (?) is the 
Persians. It's not .just the worry is the leader because they're 
aware the whole tyranny is constituted by the leaders. So every¬ 
body has to worry about his protection, because otherwise the whole 
state would collapse. So this self protection as the end of tyranny 
here is not just the end of the tyrant, 

Strauss: Well self protection literally translated, the end of 
tyranny is guard, protection. And of course it was implied that 
the tyrant's end is to protect himself, and his retainers, and so 
on and so on. But the striking thing here is he omits the end of 
monarchy, of kingship proper. Now how can one understand that? 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes that is good, but still closer to the connection 
with . . . (inaudible). 

Student: Isn't it the idea that this is a book written in a dem¬ 
ocratic regime and what he would have to say about the end of mon¬ 
archy . . . 

Strauss: Yes, but more simply, every^can figure out the end of 
monarchy in contradistinction to a tyranny because it will be some¬ 
thing like aristocracy where there is . . . (inaudible) some reason 
or the other there is only a single ruler. It would be some notion 
of education or (inaudible). 

Student: In the case of democracy and oligarchy he seems to give 

the, his standard is characterization, but in the case of aristo¬ 
cracy and monarchy he wants to leave certain things out because 
he doesn't want to get into a discussion of virtue (?), But wouldn't 
this also apply to his characterization of democracy? 

Strauss: Why not? Because these are much simpler things, simple 
from the point of view of ordinary understanding. Everyone knows 
what freedom is, what wealth is, although one may not have a proper 
aopreciatior. of it. But you know that if there is no one who can 
boss you around, this is a free country. Everyone understands that. 
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Studenti (inaudible) say the sane thing about virtue? 

Straussi Not quite. Because that is a very great ambiguity, 
because virtue may be understood in a very crude way and in a 
(inaudible) way and there is also this strange difficulty. If 
you make virtue the condition of participation in government, 
then how will you go about it. How will you go about it? Then 
everyone who is a little bit ambitious will pretend to be virtuous. 
And this . . .(inaudible) pretends to be virtuous is of course not 
virtue. What would you do? I mean, try to think of it in prac¬ 
tical terms, how to select virtuous men. You must have virtuous 
men of very great discernment for the selection. On this you 
cannot habitually count. Because some of the crooks (?) may be 
very clever and appear to be, but not really be, virtuous. So 
what you do is to take external criteria. Wealth is of course 
not virtue. We know that. But then we use such a criterion as 
old wealth. The good old families is where you can presume that 
they have received a proper upbringing. This is a presumption 
which is good enough as far as it goes, but it is of course only 
a presumption because in the best families there are also black 
sheep. And they may be very clever black sheep so they would 
(inaudible) like Alcibiades who was a black sheep without any 
question but cleverer than anybody else. Therefore aristocracy 
is a much more problematic (inaudible). In a crude way what is 
ordinarily understood by aristocracy is of course possible. 

There were many of them. But the question is whether there was 
a single of them that was an aristocracy in the (inaudible). 

Now, s o on where we left off. 

Student: "It is clear then that we must distinguish the manners 
and customs, institutions and interests of each regime, since it 
is in reference to this that men make their choice. But as proofs 
are established not only by demonstrative but also be ethical 
argument . . . 

Strauss: Yes, what does demonstrative argument mean here? 

Student! (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes in this case it can only mean, in other words, dem¬ 
onstrative is not meant here in the strict sense of the scientific 
argument, but the proof which you give, the substantive proof, 
and which in public speech would be an enthymeme. Yes, but also 
by ethical speech. What is an ehtical speech? Aristotle doesn't 
mean you have to make one speech which is demonstrative, another 
which is ehtical, but the same speech will fill both functions. 

The demonstrative speech will show that this is a wise course of 
action to take. The ethical element will show that this is a 
trustworthy man. Yes? 

Student: "Since we have confidence in an orator who exhibits cer¬ 

tain qualities such as goodness . .. 

Strauss: Who exhibits h5.mself as a man of a certain kind. Who 
exhibits this by his speech, not by protesting that he is a man 
of this kind. This would not be convincing. That is not for 
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people who are not easily taken in. But he must simply show 
it by deed. 

Student! H such as goodness, goodwill, or both. It follows that 
we ought be acquainted with the characters of each regime, 
for in reference to each the character most likely to persuade 
must be that which is characteristic of it," 

Strauss: In other words in a democracy the speaker must, his 
character must be that of a good democrat. You know if he shows 
himself by his ethos as a good man in general but not of good will 
toward the common people, then he is out. Then he's out. Corres¬ 
pondingly in an oligarchy he must show himself as a good oligarch. 

Or in old Prussia when one of the leading men said of the other, 
he is a good (inaudible), meaning a good representative of the 
landowning class. That (inaudible) as a member of the ruling 
class. Just as in a democracy, a case with which we are more 
familiar and which is perfectly clear, if he has manners which 
are undemocratic, a patrician man r this is not so good. There¬ 
fore a certain kind of folksiness, Truman was I believe the greatest 
example of this I have observed, that is a recommendation. And as 
for Roosevelt who was emphatically a patrician and a member of 
(inaudible) which showed that he had this art, when Frances Perkins, 
she tells in her book, prepared for him a speech which ended with 
the sentence, "we want an all inclusive society," Roosevelt changed 
it into, "we want a society where no one is left out." This shows 
democratic (inaudible). Everyone can understand that, but "all 
inclusive," quite a few people would not know what that is. This 
is the ethical pert of the argument, by using such phrases. Yes. 

Student: It seems strange though that in Athens during the height 

of democracy you had the leaders who had a patrician background 
from Pericles down to Alcibiades, people who not only had the 
background, but they had the aristocratic manners, an Olympian 
aloofness . . . 

Strauss: Well, that is true, especially of Pericles but as for 
Alcibiades he had a lot of troubles with this. When you read the 
speech in Thucydides how he had to explain away his race horses 
which were held against him. Pericles was a very special case* 
Pericles had identified him (?). He was a traitor to his class 
and he had shown this by deed for many decades so that (inaudible). 

By the way, according to Thucydides Athens was not a democracy. 

That is, I think, a great misunderstanding. 

Student: He didn't actually say this. He said according to some . . 

Oh that's right, you're right. 

Strauss: It was in name a democracy. So in other words these 

people had also something else in mind which was represented by 
Pericles (?). Now the last sentence. 

Student: "These characters will be understood by the same means." 

Strauss: Meaning if I know the regime and its end (inaudible) 

articulated a bit then I will see how I must defend myself as a 
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public speaker to an audience which is either democratic, oli¬ 
garchic, or aristocratic. I think that is very clear. 

Student: "jor characters reveal themselves in accordance with 

moral purcose and moral purpose has reference to the end." 

Strauss: Well, more simply, because "moral" does not occur, 

according to the choice, to the oreference. And the preference 
relates to the end. "Deliberative preference" would perhaps 
bring it out because preference is now used in a very loose sense. 
That which is the end of a deliberation is a choice. 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Strauss: . . . and especially for Mr. _____ benefit and other 

students of the new nations, perhaps if they are in the same re¬ 
gion as ?. A .r. _ new nation is, makes this remark here, induced 

by the reference to monarchy or kingship which he is going to 
develop, kingship is that polity where the opinions and actions 
are as the speculative sciences would indicate, the speculative 
sciences. In other words, simply stated, its the philosopher- 
king, that’s the kingship. But the second in rank is aristocracy 
where the actions alone are decent, respectable. But this is called 
priesthood, this is called priesthood. In other words there the 
soeculativelv true ooinions are not constitutive of the regime. 

And we are told that this priesthood was invented first by the 
Persians. That ' s the first striking remark I found in Averroes' 
commentary. 

I would like now to turn to the question I raised at the beginning 

and which was at an earlier time raised by Mr. _, and that is 

this. Last time I was asked by Mr. _, is it not possible that 

Aristotle treated rhetoric rhetorically. And my answer was no, 
but unfortunately I didn't think of the very simple reason why it 
must be no, namely what Aristotle transmits here explicitly is an 
art and arts are never transmitted rhetorically. ;Vhen you think 
of a shoemaker and an apprentice, that is not rhetorical what he 
tells him. He might use rhetoric including some spanking, but that 
is of course used in a subordinate manner if thoughts run away to 
more attractive subjects when he might be compelled to do some 
things to bring him back to the subject at hand. Aristotle wants 
to lift the practice of public speech to the level of an art, a 
techne. Now when Aristotle speaks of arts he uses it as a rule, 
though not always, in contradistinction to science. Sciences, 
theoretical sciences, deal only with understanding a subject, 
whereas arts have to do with production, with producing something 
which would not be without the art. Whereas a theoretical science, 
like ornithology, birds are not the product of arts. Now there 
may be an art connected with birds, the training of birds for 
various purooses, but this is of course no ornithology. One thing 
we must always keep in mind. An art in the Aristotelian sense has 
nothing to do with what we call an applied science, because an ap¬ 
plied science presupposes a theoretical science, V/e may call ap¬ 
plied sciences technologies, if you want to, but technologies are 
not arts. An art has no theoretical principle proper. 
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So this is then clear for the time being. But now we come up to 
a difficulty, because while rhetoric is meant to be raised to the 
level of an art, the subject matter of the art of rhetoric is 
things which are not subject to arts. Now let us read this passage 
which is earlier in the book at 1356 b 37ff. 

Studenti "Rhetoric will not consider what seems probable in each 
individual case, for instance to Socrates or Hippias, but that 
which seems probable to this or that class of persons." 

Strauss: Just as medicine as he made clear. Medicine as an art 
deals not with Socrates or Hippias, but with people suffering 
from pneumonia or whatever it may be, and the individual to be 
treated is simply subsumed under that class by the treating phy¬ 
sician. The same is true of rhetoric. 

Student: "It is the same with dialectic which does not draw con¬ 

clusions from any random premises, for even madmen have some 
(inaudible), but it takes its materials from subjects which demand 
reasoned discussion, as rhetoric does from those which are com¬ 
mon subjects of deliberation." 

Strauss: Yes, which are already in the habit of being deliberated 
about. 

Studenti "The function of rhetoric then is to deal with things 
about which we deliberate but for which we have no systematic rules. 

Strauss: No, "no arts." So this is the point which I had in 
mind: to repeat the subject matter of the techne, of the art of 
rhetoric, the things which are not subject to arts. Let us assume 
the subject is the building of a navy. We need shipbuilders, there 
is an art of shipbuilding. Rhetoric has nothing to do with the 
art of shipbuilding. The shipbuilder may have to explain his plans 
for building ships, but whether he has or has not the art of rhe¬ 
toric is purely accidental to being a shipbuilder. In the politi¬ 
cal debate where the art of rhetoric is necessary and essential, 
there is reference made to what the experts say but the rhetorician 
as such is not an expert. He is a political man. This should be 
clear. So Aristotle implies here another distinction beyond that 
between science and art, namely the things regarding which we do 
not have arts but regarding which we deliberate. Now deliberation 
of course occurs also in the arts. We speak of a councilium (?) 
of physicians, a deliberation of the physicians. But this deliber¬ 
ation is nevertheless only the application of the art to a special 
complicated case. The main body of medical knowledge is not sub¬ 
ject to deliberation. Whereas there is a whole sphere where there 
cannot be an art, where there can only be deliberation not guided 
by such canons or rules as the arts are guided by. And this is 
the sphere of what Aristotle calls action, action as distinguished 
from production, “he arts are productive, and The light guiding 
action is neither science,nor art,but poetical wisdom. This is 
a clumsy expression. In Greek it's a single word, "phronesis," 
in Latin, "prudentia." We could say "prudence" if prudence hadn't 
acquired this low meaning, merely prudential considerations. So 
either I will use "phronesis" or "practical wisdom." 
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Now the highest form of practical wisdom is that which is practiced 
by the statesman. I mean, practical wisdom strictly understood is 
that of the individual concerned with his well-being. But the 
statesman is concerned with the well-being of the city and this 
surely requires more understanding, broader horizons. It's higher. 
But fundamentally the political art, if you can call it an art, 
the political understanding we should rather say, political under¬ 
standing is of the same character as practical wisdom. Is this 
clear? The subject is very complicated, but the beginning is clear, 
(writing on the board) So we have first science which is in 
Aristotle's view as such purely theoretical. Then we have art 
which is productive. The simplest case is the shoemaker. But 
rhetoric is an art, the production of speech. Speech is also the 
product of an art, or may be. If it is not a product of an art, 
but merely an improvisation by a gift of man then it may be good, 
may be better, than that be a purely gifted student of the arts. 

That goes without saying. But other things being equal, it would 
be inferior to speech made by a properly gifted man who had ac¬ 
quired the art. No theoretical premises as such. Think about the 
shoemaker, of course he must know something about the leather and 
other kinds of things. But he doesn't have to be a student of 
zoology, of the various animals with hides, or the uses of the 
various trees for the wood in case he wants to make wooden shoes. 

Student: Eut all the arts partake of science in some way. Medi¬ 

cine for example partakes of . . . 

Strauss« Yes, that is a question to some extent. I mean, the 
higher and more resoected sciences, I am speaking now from (inau¬ 
dible) , the physician was of course more respected than a shoe¬ 
maker . . . (inaudible). But still, the fundamental point is 
whether anatomy for example, the study of the human body, is stric¬ 
tly theoretical. You see (inaudible), we know that. And there¬ 
fore Plato (inaudible) his own argument that the truly good physi¬ 
cian would of course have a theoretical knowledge of the human 
body. But if you look at the physicians in Homer . . . 

Eut as art, as art. 

Studenti If the action of the state (?) is practical wisdom, then 
there's no such thing as political science, is there? 

Straussi To begin with, no. Let us see where it comes in. But 
if you are worried in any way about the (inaudible) organization, 
never forget: that Aristotle developed political science. Well, 
generally speaking, practical wisdom, I don't want to call it the 
political art, say the political understanding . . . (writing on 
the board) so political understanding is the peak of that. But 
it is nevertheless here possible in this case, in the special case, 
to teach something about the broadest generalities and that be¬ 
comes a theoretical science. That's political science. Now how 
can I explain this space (referring to the board)? Then there is 
the term "practical sciences," as distinguished from (inaudible). 

Student: That's an applied science . . . 

Strauss: No, it is not applied science. It is a science of the 
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polis, of the various regimes. May I postpone the question now? 

It is very relevant and i will take it up. But let me first con¬ 
tinue. Now I would like to return to the subject of rhetoric. 

I repeat, then, rhetoric is such an art. It is a help to the poli¬ 
tical art, or the political understanding, since rhetoric is neces¬ 
sary for the deliberation of political multitudes. It is not the 
political understanding, but it is a help to it. -And the deliber¬ 
ation of political multitudes cannot as such be scientific, first 
because of the character of political multitudes. We have read 
this passage more than once. They are not able to follow a scien¬ 
tific argument. But also because of the character of things 
which are essentially objects of deliberation or action and in no 
way objects of an art. In order to understand this we must make 
clear another distinction, (writing on the board) Arts are pro¬ 
ductive. Practical wisdom has to do with action. In Greek the 
word for "action" is "praxis" from which the word "practical" is 
derived. But I will now use the word "action." Action and produc¬ 
tion are clearly distinguished. Take the simple case of the shoe¬ 
maker, what he does, both do something, the acting man and the shoe¬ 
maker. But at the end of the action of the shoemaker that toward 
which all his processes tend is the shoe, something independent, 
exists outside of xhe action. There is a|work, a product, which 
is not an action, which is not a human activity but a product of 
human activity. The action proper is something which has no end 
beyond itself. The action itself counts (?). Is this intelligible? 
There are actions for the sake of something outside of the action, 
a shoe a speech, whatever the case may be. This is art. And when 
there are actions for their own sake, which have no end beyond 
themselves, this is what Aristotle means. A decent action exists 
for its own sake. What the shoemaker does does not exist for its 
own sake, but for the sake that there be shoes. One can state it 
also differently. All arts are partial, shoes, speeches, tables, 
and whatever it may be. Action deals with the whole human good 
however limited an individual action may be. This whole or com¬ 
plete human good is called by Aristotle "happiness." Happiness 
is not the concern of any art. Arts produce things which may be 
conducive to happiness. But they are not directly productive of 
happiness. Now what does this mean? For example, shoes are of 
course made to be worn, for use. Now the use of things that is 
what we ordinarily call "life," the proper use of things most of 
which are produced by arts. There may be an art of money making. 
'Whether it is genuinely an art or not a question, but let us assume 
it. And there are rules you can learn and if you are properly mo¬ 
tivated, as the phrase goes, you may be quite successful. But of 
course a sensible man would say that acquisition must be in the 
service of the use of money. This use of money is life, or at 
least an integral part of life, that's action, what to do with it. 
Now the distinction is I think known to all of you from everyday 
life, although we do no longer use these terms exactly. Now, what 
to do with your money? Is there an art which tells you that? The 
decisions which we make, strictly speaking the artisan makes no 
decision, strictly speaking, I mean he will prefer this leather 
to that leather but that is not a decision in the sense in which 
decision is implied in our action. How to spend our vacation is 
one way (inaudible). There is no art which tells us that. .Vhom 
to marry? This is also a grave decision, as we discussed last time 
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when we observed Aristotle's silence about the good wife but non¬ 
silence about the good children. This is also such a decision. 

All these spheres, it was the common prejudice of mankind until 
a short while ago, there is no art or science which can guide us. 

In a subsidiary, yes. For example, someone might say, I will- 
not marry under any circumstances a wife suffering from a great 
disease. When they will go to a physician you know that can be 
done. But this doesn't tell him whom to marry. It would tell him 
at the most whom not to marry which is not sufficient to guide his 
choice. 

This is what we loosely call life and this is what Aristotle means 
by action. There we decide frequently whether and to what extent 
to use the arts. For example, should I invest this money in a 
pair of shoes or in a shirt. That means should I employ the shoe¬ 
maker or should I emolo.y the shirtmaker. The shoemaker knows how 
to produce a shoej the shirtmaker knows how to produce a shirt. 

And they offer them, literally today, but you make your choice 
and there is no art of the shirtmaker or shoemaker which can help 
you there, because you have to then decide which cf them to employ. 
Is this clear? Now the extent to which this is correct . . . 

The men of practical wisdom, the men who make wise decisions, as 
it were commands the artisans. I mean he does not interfere in 
what they do with their workshops, because they know that much 
better than he. But he says I want your service and not your ser¬ 
vice. Good. That is clear. 

Now the question which arises on the basis of the modern views is, 
is it not possible to replace practical wisdom by arts. Is it 
possible to replace something which is essentially not teachable 
but into which you grow by practice, by something teachable? 

Would it not be wonderful if there were classes in which people 
were taught practical wisdom in the way in which they are taught 
reading, writing, and arithmetic and some other things? Now that 
this is a real problem even from the older point of view let alone 
from the view now prevailing you see from the following considera¬ 
tion. I come now back to your question. (writinm on the board) 

Here we have practical wisdom, inside of a reasonable man, by the 
way (inaudible) you still know . . . (inaudible) the care which 
you must use in driving a car and such things, (inaudible) every¬ 
one understands that . . . Nov/ this reasonable man of course this 
is the man who takes care of his own happiness. Then this on a 
higher level is that of the state. And then there is still some¬ 
thing higher than the state from Aristotle's point of view. A 
thought which is easier to understand in this country than in 
European countries, and that is the legislator. But legislator 
doesn't mean what it does now. The American equivalent is not the 
legislators but the founding fathers. The men who laid down the 
whole order within which the statesmen and legislators act. So 
every political action takes place within a framework which is 
ordinarily not created by the acting statesmen. Now the Greeks 
looked at it somewhat differently than we did. They didn't think 
in terms of a constitution as a fundamental law but rather in terms 
of codes, of codes of law which would be changed only with great 
precautions. And the reason is given by Aristotle. You cannot 
find many wise men, and therefore . . . You remember the discussion 
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about rhetoric at the- beginning, why as little as possible should 
be left to (inaudible), i.e., to the men acting now. Therefore 
if you have the good luck to have a first rate wise man or group 
of wise men who could after lifelong deliberation lay down a code, 
that would be preferable to improvisation on the spur of the moment 
when there was this calamity or that calamity and you just respond 
to it. 

Good. Now we have the legislator at the highest and the art of 
the legislator may be called the architectonic art, art governing 
directly or indirectly all the other arts. Because naturally the 
legislator will , , , Which arts should be (inaudible) or not? 

Or differently stated, what is the difference between art and 
(inaudible)? For example, cosmetics — is this an art or is this 
not a swindle? Now the legislator will say this, to say nothing 
of such arts as the production of cigarettes and liquor. 

And now we make a further step. The legislator for this city, 
for that city, for any city, in different times, but there are 
some questions which come up in every legislation (?). Each in¬ 
dividual legislator is bound by the circumstances, within narrow 
limits. His territory, his neighbors, his enemies -- these and 
other considerations come in. Poor soil, ffood soil, plains or 
mountains, or whatever it may be. So the individual legislator 
is limited in his choice, by what is feasible here and now. But 
he must make a compromise between what would be most desirable 
in itself and what is feasible here and now. But in order to make 
an intelligent compromise he must first know what is desirable in 
itself. Then if you are reasonable you will make the concessions, 
but you will know that these are concessions,they are not things 
which are desirable in themselves. So there must be a teacher of 
legislators. That’s Aristotle. Not necessarily in every case, 
it could be somebody else. But Aristotle is the outstanding example. 
Nov/ the teacher of legislators, his light is not simply practical 
wisdom, but it is what was traditionally called "practical science." 
It’s in a way a theoretical science and why this is so is a long 
question but let me leave it at this for the time being only and 
presume my argument. 

So we can then visualize the following thingi that there must be 
such an overall practical science, the science of legislation, 
which of course will have to deal with the various regimes be¬ 
cause different laws are required for the different regimes, and 
so on. In brief, such a thing like Aristotle's Politics . Now 
there is a case oossible, a sub-case possible, which is rejected 
by Aristotle but accepted by Plato (inaudible), namely that we 
a situation in which the teacher of legislators, and through him 
the legislators proper (?), will resulate everything so That there 
is no sphere of decisions for the individual. I took the example 
of the shirt^nd the shoe. Shall I invest my dollars in shoes or 
shirts? But it is possible to dispense of this effort naturally, 
and there is a beautiful word for that, "rationing." You can buy 
so many shoes a year, and just as many as you will need, so there 
is no question whether you will have a choice. You know, communist 
order, a strict communist order, where there would be no decision 
whatever — there is no place for practical wisdom, where the arts 
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and the master art of the legislator via the subordinate arts of 
the administators would make this perfectly superfluous. Is 
this clear? Nov/ here if you consider that you see (inaudible) 
you pay a price. In other words it might be possible prior to 
any detailed consideration to dispense with practical wisdom and 
to have only arts in their hierarchy. But then you have no free¬ 
dom, and one would have to consider whether freedom, freedom mean¬ 
ing the right to make one's own reasonable decisions. And since 
it is impossible to give people the right to make reasonable de¬ 
cisions without giving them by implication the right also to make 
unreasonable decisions, unfortunately found out, therefore it 
means the right to make their own decisions. 

Now of course there are other things to consider with which you 
are familiar because these decisions handed down by the admini¬ 
strators are in fact frequently less wise than those made by the 
untutored individuals. In the first place because the individuals 
may know better what they need, really they should have for example 
another pair of shows rather than a shirt or whatever their parti¬ 
cular situation may be. And also it is undenied that administrators 
have a much less interest in the individuals concerned than those 
individuals themselves. However important these considerations 
may be for practical reasons, and that is exactly what Aristotle 
suggests in his criticism of Plato's Republic in the Second Book 
of the Politics , this whole consideration doesn't go to the rule 
of the matter, for the following reason: The rule of the matter 
is can practical wisdom not be replaced by a techne, by an art? 

Could there not be an art of living and everyone be his own artisan 
of living as distinguished from a man of practical wisdom. The 
reasoning which I sketched before does not refute the possibility 
that there can be an art of living, and now not in the sense in 
which people speak today about an art of living. They mean what 
Aristotle meant by practical wisdom. When sometimes people say 
politics is not a science but an art, unless they mean to say 
which would be terrible that the statesman is something like a • 
poet, I hope they don't mean that, but I think they mean what 
Aristotle meant, that practical wisdom cannot be reduced to science 
or art. Now in order to explain that: Life has to do with action, 
with action as distinct from production. Cne kind of action, and 
one very important part of it, is to act justly. <*e can divide 
up this sphere of action, for example, acting moderately, say if 
you don't wolf down your food or take such a tiny little bit which 
looks awful as if you were a bird, you know you must give a mean 
between a wolf and a bird when eating as you all know, but more 
interesting is the question of acting justly. Now acting justly 
means making just decisions. Eut what does it mean to make just 
decisions, are not just decisions always made on the basis of some¬ 
thing, on the basis of what Aristotle would call the just things, 
meaning what is known or supposed to be just. Whether it is just 
in itself or made just by the law is a distinction which we can 
disregard. In other words, there are some rules . . . Does he not 
mean to act justly is to act according to certain rules or cannons? 
Eut is it then the case of the man who acts justly not fundamentally 
the one like that of the physician. The physician also has general 
rules of healing and he knows quite well that these general rules 
must be modified. This particular case of pneumonia may be atypical 
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and has never been described in the literature and he must then 
make up his mind on the basis of what is generally known about 
pneumonia and kindred diseases. Now, is the case of the just man 
fundamentally the same and if the virtues have a certain kinship 
with one each other, if what is true of justice is also true in 
a way of moderation, courage, and so on, is not practical wisdom 
then ■■ also reducible to a techne comparable to medicine? 

Never forget that what I loosely call the art of living was meta¬ 
phorically called throughout (inaudible) medicine of the mind. 

And a medicine of the mind must obviously have something, must 
. . . (inaudible). Naturally medicine of the mind was the same 
as philosophy, but perhaps philosophy .is this art of living which 
is not the same as practical wisdom in the Aristotelian sense. 

Now then it would be necessary to discuss, to make one thing clear, 
even assuming that this makes some sense. That is, is there not 
a difference between what I call the art of living and all other 
arts? Let us now consider that. 

Student: Well with reference to medicine I thought that the argu¬ 
ment took the exception in medicine and equated it to the rule 
in politics. The exception in medicine would be that if you had 
something different you wouldn't just follow out what had been 
done before. But that would be the rule in politics. There are 
always so many different things, Aristotle on justice in the 
Ethics considers, and they are changeable. That isn't true so 
much in medicine. 

Strauss: Yes, but then the question would be why are the things 
much more changeable in politics than in medicine, or for that 
matter in pedagogy, in education. That would be the question. 

Now let me start from the most obvious thing. There are arts, 
most of the arts, deal with non human beings, I mean including 
the art of shepherding, or shoemaker, and everything dealing 
in (inaudible), or with human beings subject to the artisan for 
a limited purpose, say for instruction, children in school subject 
to the teacher but with a limit, or the soldiers to the general 
for combat. But then there are 41so arts dealing with human beings 
who are not in this way subject to the artisan. Here, in the latter 
case, the acting and the acted upon are simply of the same kind. 
Teacher and pupil are not simply of the same kind because a teacher 
is trained the pupil is not trained, and the shepherd obviously 
not, the man and the sheep, tc say nothing of the shoemaker and 
his leather. In this art of living, as I call it, the acting and 
the acted upon are simply of the same kind. Within the individual: 
within the individual there is something which he has to control. 
There are resistances to rational action within him. And then, 
of course, also on the part of other men. This is another kind 
of resistance. Human resistances are involved in this kind of 
living, regardless whether they are in the acting individual or 
in other individuals. So this seems to be then the key point. 

If there is an art of living it will be an art of acting on beings 
of the same kind as the actor. Therefore, now I make a jump, the 
consideration of the noble and the just necessarily enters. I 
cannot discard obstructing material as we can do in the other arts. 
Take the case of the teacher in class. Of course he cannot bumo 

W to 
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off an undesirable student. Eut there are ways of getting rid of 
him. But this kind of situation . . . (inaudible) cannot get rid 
of that being on whom you act, regardless of whether it’s your¬ 
self (?) or some other being. 

So, considerations of justice and considerations of nobility. 

Noble and justi this now corresponds to what we now call the morals. 
But since I speak about a Greek text I must use a Greek distinc¬ 
tion which was not meaningless as we shall see on a later occasion. 
Eut if is true that to act nobly and justly is more important than 
everything else it follows that action is for its own sake, whereas 
production and so on is for the sake of something else. Now the 
radical difference between practical wisdom on the one hand and 
science and art on the other depends on the possibility that the 
principles of the noble and the just are known independently of 
science or art. Because if they are dependent on science or art 
then you have this Platonic problem of the teacher of legislators 
and so on, and so on, where everything is ultimately subject to 
the super artisan, or super scientist. Now what does this mean? 

For example, the principle could be known by the conscience or 
by nature. 3y the conscience or by nature would ' from Aristotle's 
point of view be the same. But if they are not known by nature 
how could they be known? Because in a way which we do not under¬ 
stand primarily and which we do not have to understand for any 
practical purposes they exist in opinion. This is the great dif¬ 
ficulty of Aristotle’s Ethics . And this question is never decided, 
what the cognitive status of the principle of action is. But it 
is clear if the principles of action, if the principles of the 
noble and the just, are as such existing in opinion then the 
sphere of action and the sphere of rhetoric will coincide, at 
least in all interesting respects. Because rhetoric starts from 
what is generally accepted, and all praxis starts from what is 
generally accepted. Now this precisely is the assertion of the 
sophists with which Aristotle deals at the end of the Ethics . In 
other words, I believe I see now that what Aristotle has in mind, 
what I didn't see before, what Aristotle says at the end of the 
Ethics about the sophists is much deeper than I thought. If the 
principles of action are endoxa, if only opinion, then practical 
wisdom and even politics would be fundamentally the same as rhet¬ 
oric. Nov/ Aristotle rejects this. • And though Aristotle's argu¬ 
ment is very complex, how can one state Aristotle's case against 
the sophist very simply, why it cannot be true that these things 
are merely in opinion? Well I will tell you. It is something 
which you do not say because it is obvious. Aristotle's answer 
is, the city is bv nature and not merely by virtue of human agree¬ 
ment or opinion. Therefore, since the city is by nature, which 
then needs a long commentary, then the common good is of course 
also by nature. Because for the city there must be a common good. 
Now if he takes this thought of the natural character of the city 
and of the common good seriously, you arrive necessarily at the 
conception which is the peak of Aristotle’s study of human things, 
of the best regime. Because then there must be by the nature of 
things, by the nature of the polis, (inaudible) point to something 
in which the polis can fulfill its function most perfectly. That 
would be the best regime. 
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Now this best regime is delineated by political science in the 
Aristotelian sense, on the basis of knowledge of the end of man. 

And this end of man could be known by theoretical science, science 
of nature. Then however the following difficulty arises, and 
therefore we need rhetoric in a radical way. Let us assume that 
the best regime is not available. But then we must be satisfied 
with an imperfect regime, obviously. 3ut what does this mean? 

We can perhaps say this, for all practical purposes all human life 
according to Aristotle takes place in imperfect regimes. Now if 
the perfect regime is that which is based on the nature of man's 
perfection, on'what wisdom dictates, then we have in fact every¬ 
where rule not based on wisdom simply but on something qualifying 
wisdom. We may call this consent (?). In every society there are 
principles which are partly what wisdom, understanding the 

end of man, would dictate and partly what is accepted by the par¬ 
ticular community. Now the concrete principles governing a society 
are this combination. Non universal endoxa, non universal be¬ 
cause they differ, endoxa — I hope the word "endoxa” has now sunk 
in; "endoxa" means that which is in opinion — non universal en¬ 
doxa of one kind or another. And therefore while the sophistic 
view is wrong — the sophists were wrong in reducing politics to 
rhetoric — one point is truei the principles to which we defer 
in the last analysis in any oolitical debate are not simply true. 
They cannot be. But the political scientist in the Aristotelian 
sense differs from the rhetorician because he does not merely ap¬ 
peal to these principles but opens the whole issue of all possible 
regimes and their respective (inaudible), which the rhetorician 
would never do. The rhetorician would always argue on the basis 
of the established regime without raising the question of its 
(inaudible). Mr. _ 

Studenti I -was wondering if we could then put the origin of the 
principles of the noble and just somewhere between both science 
and art, because it seems to be partially by nature, but not en¬ 
tirely just as the perfect regime doesn't exist, therefore parti¬ 
ally by opinion. 

Straussi Altogether what we will discuss next time and thereafter 
will in fact deal with the question, when Aristotle speaks of 
virtue in general, virtue in so far as it is relevant for rhetoric, 
i.e., for ordinary politics, not for the founding politics, ycu 
know what I mean by the founding politics, the laying down of the 
(inaudible), but for ordinary politics. 
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(in progress) Straussi Aristotle in the Ethics and the Politics 
and even Plato, although you didn't mention him I don't believe, 
and surely Xenophon, and the mass of the Aristotelian sentences 
in these three chapters was not discussed. I mean, it would 
have been perfectly for me if you had interpreted only three sen¬ 
tences from the ninth chapter, that I wouldn't mind, but stick 
then to these three sentences you did not do. Nevertheless, since 
you have proper training, you made a number of remarks which 
are helpful. But first I must speak of the things where I do 
believe you were at all. You say Aristotle in chapter 9 is si¬ 
lent on practical wisdom. I think that is simply wrong. He is 
as, if not more silent, on practical wisdom than on justice, 
courage, or moderation which you also mention. He's silent on 
(inaudible) but not on practical wisdom. Now another point where 
I believe there is an intelligible misunderstanding. You made a 
distinction between praise and honor, and this is based, I sup¬ 
pose, on a remark in the First Book of the Nicomachean Ethics . 
There Aristotle distinguishes the virtues as objects of praise 
and happiness as an object of honor. And something to this effect 
occurs also at the end of chapter 9 of the First Book of the 
Rhetoric . Yes, but ’’honor" while the literal translation is mis¬ 
leading. Of course we honor peoole for their virtues, and 
Aristotle says (inaudible). But in this particular case when he 
speaks of the fundamental difference between happiness and virtue, 
what does he mean by that? Now people are praised for their vir¬ 
tues or for their actions and praise is a proper thing. This is 
their merit. But happiness is more than a man's merit. There is 
something which man does not owe to himself. The gods are honored 
and when Aristotle speaks of happiness in this connection he 
speaks of the fact that the gods are not praised. That was at 
least according to the Greek people. But "honor"t I would trans¬ 
late "timion," the adjective derivative from "honor" in the First 
Book of the Ethics , by "venerable." There is a kind of almost 
worship. Virtue does not deserve worship. Happiness in a way 
does, because it is some eudaimonia, a good daimon, god is with 
it. This is of no great help for understanding this section of 
the Rhetoric, but I thought i should mention it to you. 

Now you made one ooint which could seem to be farfetched, or spe¬ 
culative as I called it before, but which is nevertheless truly 
helpful. And that is your long discussion about the fact that 
epideictic rhetoric is not (inaudible) the military art. 


Student: 
Strauss : 
Studenti 


No, I didn't say that, I hope. 

That's the way I understood it. 

Not properly. It can be used for military art. 


Strauss: But this of course is not what Aristotle says. I thought 
you were building up to another point which is quite true and 
which would probably not have occurred to me without your speculation 
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therefore I am grateful for them. And that is this. In Xeno^on's 

faSU’t'Vnfey Cj.' cjk o: ± which Mr. read, there are quite a few 

speeches by generals to the troops before battle and you find 
this in the works of other ancient historians. And this is surely 
a work of the art of rhetoric and that is what Xenophon surely 

means. Did Aristotle provide for this kind of rhetoric? Now let 

us call it with a broader term, not limited to military things, 
exhortation and dehortation. You know, exhortation to bravery 
and dehortation from cowardice and this of course would also ap¬ 
ply in other situations. Is there a place for exhortation and de¬ 
hortation in Aristotle's Rhetoric ? You attracted my attention to 
this question, and then I drew the conclusion, no. There is no 
place. And this is a very interesting point, because it is as im¬ 
portant to see what is there as to see what is not there, accord¬ 
ing to the famous American military saying, hit them where they 
aint (?). What aint there is as important as what is there. And 
especially is this justified because this concept of rhetoric, 
that it is a function of rhetoric to exhort and dehort, is ob¬ 
viously pre-Aristotelian, proof« Xenophon's of- 

Now, Mr. _ you have a point. 

Student* You don't mean exhortation and dehortation in general, 
do you? Don't you mean this in a more limited sense, because 
wouldn't deliberative rhetoric be exhorting . . . 

Strauss* Yes, but not to the noble as noble, but to the expedient, 
to make war or to make peace, this kind of thing. Exhortation 
and dehortation — I think this was the fundamental mistake of 

Mr. _, but a useful mistake because it draws to our attention 

this problem. Because he said praise serves the function of pro¬ 
moting moral virtue. Now one can rightly say, more generally 
speaking there must be a branch of rhetoric which serves this fun¬ 
ction of promoting moral virtue. I agree with your contention in 
general, but I believe that Aristotle does not have this kind of 
rhetoric. And to that extent you were simply wrong. Epideictic 
rhetoric does not have the function of promoting moral virtue, 
indirectly, accidentally, yes, but not essentially. Now we have 

here some experts on rhetoric, especially Mr. _. What do you 

say on this point. How far does Cicero discuss exhortative and 
dehortative rhetoric? 

Student* Well he uses the same three fold distinction as Aristotle 
does and makes no special provision for it. I am in doubt riaht 

now whether there is not some truth in Mr. _ assertion that 

perhaps Aristotle would understand such exhortation as a form of 
deliberative rhetoric. If one of the distinguishing character¬ 
istics is speaking before groups, it may be . . . 

Strauss: Policy making groups, otherwise it wouldn't be delibera¬ 

tive . 

Student: It could conceivably be broader than that to . . . 

Strauss: veil I think it would be good if you were to watch that 

in Cicero. 

Student: (inaudible) Gorgias (inaudible) his brother and convincing 
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people they ou^ht to do (inaudible). And this seems to be what 
Aristotle assumes about deliberative rhetoric, to persuade people 
they have to do this . . . 

Strauss» But is this strictly speaking deliberative? Does 
Gorgias deliberate with his brother’s patient whether he should 
undergo the operation or not. Is it not rather an exhortation? 

Here we have (inaudible) of decision, you must undergo an opera¬ 
tion. And then we have the strong disinclination of the patient 
to undergo the operation. And the rhetorician bridges the gulf 
between the disinclination and what he should do. It is not de¬ 
liberative, I would say, at least not necessarily. There may be, 
there may be, if he says, you know I can't take the risk, you 
know I have a family, or this kind of thing, then he may go in¬ 
to this argument. But the main (inaudible) would simply be some¬ 
thing like fear, and hence he has to exhort him. It is not neces¬ 
sary to deliberate. 

Students Aristotle refers at the beginning to manuals which existed 
that other people have written that spoke of the passions. Surely 
those manuals must have taken the general's speech to his troops 

as ... 

Strauss t Apparently not. vVhat did he say about the earlier 
rhetoricians? v«hat was the field of concentration? 

Students Forensic rhetoric. 

Strausss Forensic rhetoric. You know what forensic is. So not 
this kind of thing, ^e have of course to raise the question and 
to answer it, what precisely is. epideictic rhetoric according to 
Aristotle. But I would say off hand, its function is not, its 
essential funcxion, is not to promote moral virtue. And I be¬ 
lieve one reason which I would say off hand is this, that 
Aristotle does not speak of moral virtue proper in the Rhetoric . 

That I believe is connected. In other words, what a father would 
say to his son, null yourself together, or something of this kind, 
an exhortation, or, it's disgraceful to do that, and we can ela¬ 
borate that and make a long speech on this remark — this is not 
deliberative rhetoric, nor of course forensic, nor epideictic. 

Student* I remember one poinx in Cicero that in so far as it could 

be true of Aristotle may be somewhat saving for Mr. _ thesis. 

It is the following* Cicero argues that one of the reasons that 
epideictic rhetoric is important is that the deliberatice rhetor¬ 
ician often wants to use it in the course of a deliberation. If 
he is speaking before an assembly of Roman senators it is very 
good, as Cicero does say, to begin by exhorting them to their 
duties as the senatorial class and praising their ancestors and 
their past actions. In this way one would put the audience in the 
proper frame of mind for the reception of the point of the speech. 

Stre.uss* Yes but still that would be then a use of epideictic 
rhetoric at the utmost one could grant within the context of de¬ 
liberative rhetoric. It would not be epideictic proper. That’s 
not its function. 

Student* 7 , 'hen Aristotle is spe king of the use of (inaudible). 
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Straussi Where is that? 

Studenti Book Two, chapter 21. 

Strauss: Then we will wait until we come to that point but we 
are now concerned with thematic discussion, the explicit discus¬ 
sion, of eoideictic rhetoric. So we must see whether Aristotle 
has provided for all the kinds of rhetoric of which he knew. 

Now let us then turn to the text. Let us remember the context. 
Epideictic rhetoric has to do . . . -^here does it begin here? 

Now epideictic rhetoric is discussed in the center. He discusses 
first deliberative rhetoric and thereafter forensic rhetoric. 

The discussion of epideictic rhetoric is much shorter than the 
discussion of the two other kinds of rhetoric, as you can easily 
see. It would be good if we had statistical data, I mean if some¬ 
one would count the lines of the three discussions . . . (inaudible) 
and then we would be quite precise about it. If you would go back 
to the chapter in which he discusses three kinds of rhetoric, then 
you would see that at the end of that chapter, which is I think 
chapter 3, there he gives them in the order in which he discusses 
them: deliberative, epideictic, and forensic, at the end of that 
chapter. But before the order was different. So in other words 
the statement at the end of chapter 3 is meant to prepare the ac¬ 
tual discussion. I shall discuss them in this order which I give 
now. Before he discussed them in a different order. 

Now the first point which strikes us at the beginning of the chap¬ 
ter on rhetoric . . , Let us read the first paragraph. 

Student: "tfe will next speak of virtue and vice, of the noble 

and the disgraceful, since they constitute the end of one who 
praises and of one who blames; for when speaking of these we 
shall incidently bring to light the means of making us appear of 
such and such a character which, as we have said, is a second method 
of proof.” 

Strauss: You see, that is an accident, incidental to the dis¬ 
cussion, incidental because we are concerned above all with the 
proofs, the proofs proper, enthvmemes and examples. But in a se¬ 
condary way there is also the so-called ethical proof, the proof 
taken from the character of the speaker. And the speaker must 
present himself as an honorable man. You know that contributes 
toward convincing or persuading the audience. And by speaking 
of virtue, Aristotle says, we will incidentally also bring out 
what it means to be an honorable speaker, That is incidental. 

Student: "i?or, it is by the same means that we shall be able to 
inspire confidence in ourselves or others in regard to virtue. 

But since it happens that men, seriously or not, often praise not 
only a man or a sod but even inanimate things or any ordinary 
animal, we ousht in the same way make ourselves familiar with 
the propositions (inaudible) for these subjects." 

Strauss: I will mention here only one point, we have discussed 

that before. It was not clear whether rhetoric is truly universal, 
as universal as logic, as formal logic, or dialectics, or whether 
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it was limited to specific subject matter, political matters. 

Now in the case of epideictic rhetoric it becomes quite clear 
epideictic rhetoric surely is not limited to political matters 
proper. One can praise god, or even inanimate beings. There is 
no subject which is as such outside the sphere of epideictic rhe¬ 
toric and therefore of rhetoric in general. But this applies 
clearly to epideictic rhetoric. Now the subject is primarily 
virtue and vice, the noble and the base, and this is to be con¬ 
sidered in the immediate sequel. What _is noble? 

Studenti "The noble then is that which being desirable in itself 
is at the same time worthy of praise, or which being good is 
pleasant because it is good." 

Straussi Now let us stop here. So the noble consists of two 
kinds of things: of the praiseworthy things, of certain praise¬ 
worthy things, and of certain oleasant things. This is clear. 

Now this is a very difficult passage. It reminds of the discussion 
in Plato's Goreias . 474 d to 475 a, where Socrates defines the 
noble or the beautiful, that’s in Greek the same word "kalon," 
as a) useful things, that corresponds to what Aristotle calls 
"good," and b) pleasant things. And the true definition of 
Socrates is something which is both pleasant and useful, pleasant 
and useful. For example a chest of drawers may be useful but 
not beautiful to look at, or something may be beautiful to look 
at but not useful. From the Platonic-Socratic point of view 
neither of these two things is beautiful or fine. It must be 
both. Is this not intelligible. In other words, the merely or¬ 
namental is not fine; the merely useful, say a hay fork or a 
fork used for loading manure on a wagon is eminently useful but 
it is not beautiful necessarily, and therefore it would not be 
called beautiful, or fine. 

Now this definition of Socrates corresponds to Aristotle's second 
definition and not to the first. Now let us give an example. 

What does this definition mean? 'While being good it must be pleas¬ 
ant, but its pleasantness must be connected with its goodness. 

In other words the pleasantness must not be merely accidental. 

For example, exile to a quiet island may be pleasant, but as such 
it is not intended as a punishment, and therefore it cannot be 
called fine, beautiful, noble. Now if we go back to the more pri¬ 
mary meaning of the word "noble," or "beautiful," or "fine" — 
in Greek "kalon" -- is the - resplendent good, the glorious good. 
Something may be good but lack this resolendent character, then 
one would not call it noble or fine. A dinner cannot be noble, 
or fine, or beautiful. Socrates when he got an excellent dinner 
in the wealthiest house in Athens said it's blameless. He would 
never call it beautiful, or noble, because a dinner cannot be. 

It lacks this glory. But love, even bodily love, can have this 
glory. Paying one's debts /> a just act, but no one would call it 
a glorious deed, unless under very special circumstances it was 
really something unbelievably (inaudible). Undergoing an opera¬ 
tion can be aood, but it cannot be noble, it cannot be kalon. 

Now the interesting point is this, that in this chapter Aristotle 
does not give a single example of something ncble which is noble 
because of its pleasantness. He discusses only things which are 
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noble in the sense of being choiceworthy for their own sake and 
at the same being praiseworthy. That is very strange. It is 
hard therefore to understand what he means. This is a very dif¬ 
ficult passage to (inaudible) and I have not read anything about 
this which has helped me. The best parallel I could think of is 
the parallel in the Gorgias . the passage to which I referred and 
which reminds somehow of what is said here but it’s not identical. 
Now how does he go on? 

Student: "Is this is the noble, then virtue must of necessity be 

noble, for being good it is worthy of praise." 

Strauss: So it fulfills the first condition. It fulfills the . 

first definition of "kalon." 

Studenti "Virtue, it would seem, is the faculty of providing 
and preserving sood things, a faculty productive of many and great 
benefits, in fact of all things in all cases. The components of 
virtue are: justice, courage, self-control, magnificence, mag¬ 
nanimity, liberality, gentleness, practical and speculative wis¬ 
dom. 

Strauss* Let us say "practical wisdom" and "wisdom." Because 
these are from two different words: "phronesis" and "Sophia." 

Student: "The greatest virtues are most necessarily those which 

are most useful to others, if virtue is the faculty of conferring 
benefits." 

Strauss: Listen to that condition. The crucial qualification, 
the whole discussion of virtue given here is based on the premise 
that virtue is essentially benefiting others. This is not the 
definition of virtue given in the Ethics . 

Student: (inaudible-) he says something is pleasant because it is 

good. Is everything that is good pleasant? 

Strauss: No. The operation is the simple example. Did you ever 
go to the dentist and have a tooth removed? That is surely good. 
But you wouldn’t say that is pleasant. 

Student: (inaudible) there are many goods that are pleasant that 

wouldn't be noble simply because they are oleasant and good at 
the same time? 

Strauss: Perhaps it is with a view to this difficulty that 

Aristotle doesn’t give an example of the second (inaudible). I 
mean one would have to go back to the gloriousness of matter 
which is essential/for the noble. You know there are many things 
which are pleasant of which one cannot possibly say that they 
have a kind of glory. For example, if you meant to allude to the 
enjoyment of love I believe that is implied. . . . (inaudible) 
Therefore a figure like Achrodite was popular. And this is per- 
haos the reason why Aristotle is here silent about it. 

Student: Is this difficulty involved in another work somewhere 
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. . . (inaudible) 

Strauss* All the praises of eros. I mean in other words compared 
to (inaudible) the pleasures of eating: and drinking are (inaudible). 
There are cases in which a drink of water is the most wonderful 
thing in the world, but this is accidental not essential, .v'hy 
does love have this degree of status in the poetry of (inaudible)? 

I mean, do you find dinner poetry or water drinking poetry. 

Pardon? No, it is possible that someone make a poem at a dinner 
but I think it would always be a bit of (inaudible), because there 
is a certain inappropriateness in that. Yes, now let us go on 
with the other virtues. 


Student: "For this reason, justice and courage are the most es¬ 

teemed, the latter being useful to others in war, the former in 
peace as well. Next is liberality, for the liberals spend freely 
and do not dispute the possession of wealth, which is the chief 
object of other things desired. Justice is a virtue which assigns 
to each nan his due in conformity to the law. In¬ 

justice claims what belongs to others in opposition to the law. 
Courage makes men perform noble acts in the midst of danger ac¬ 
cording to the dictates of the law and in submission to it. The 
contrary is cowardice. Self-control is a virtue which disposes 
men in regard to the pleasures of the body as the law prescribes. 
The contrary is licentiousness. Liberality does good in many mat¬ 
ters. The contrary is avarice. Magknimity is a virtue productive 
of great benefit. The contrary is levelmindedness. Magnificence 
is a virtue which produces greatness in matters of (inaudible). 

The contraries are littlemindedness and meanness. Practical wis¬ 
dom is a virtue of reason which enables men to come to a wise 
decision in regard to good and evil things which, as has been men¬ 
tioned, is connected with happiness.” 

Strauss: You see, he defines briefly all the virtues mentioned 
with the exception of what? 

Student: .Visdom 


Strauss: Wisdom proper. Aristotle, I don’t believe, has forgotten 
that, but somehow it is not worthy of consideration in this con¬ 
text because in rhetoric, in public speech, there is no occasion, 
Aristotle seems to imply, to praise theoretical wise men. There 
is no occasion, that he assumes. Otherwise it wouldn’t make sense. 
One can say he mentions wisdom in order to indicate the limitation 
of this discourse. So the virtues, while being good, meaning sal¬ 
utary, they are -praiseworthy at the same time. They have this 
splendor attached to them. Good is here the utilitarian side. 

They help, are salutary,but they have in addition this splendor. 
They are good because they procure good things and they are bene- 
ficient in many and important matters, i.e., especially to other 
men, and we may add, as a nasty comment, and therefore praised by 
them. In other words this is not the true moral virtue of which 


Aristotle speaks in the Ethics . Now the key point is benefic^ence. 
Now the utilitarian doctrine, we can say, I mean the best we can 
say about it, is that they define virtue as benefic_ence, namely 
as benefip ence to others. And that’s not only modern utititarians 
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tut utilitarians throughout the ages. But classical morality, 
Socratic morality, is expressed very clearly by Xenophon some¬ 
where in his Greek history, I've forgotten now the passage, When 
he speaks of a certain tyrant who was very much loved by his sub¬ 
jects, because he had been very beneficent to them, and then 
Xenophon says many people identify the good man with their bene¬ 
factor. The good man is not the same as the benefactor. The good 
man nay be a benefactor, but a benefactor is not necessarily a 
good man. I suppose everyone of you has occasionally received 
benefits from someone who was not a good man. 

Now in three cases, in the case of justice, courage, and modera¬ 
tion, as distinguished from liberality, greatmindedness, magnini- 
mity, and prudence, in the case of these four virtues he does not 
mention the law. Naturally the law does make prescriptions re¬ 
garding justice, courage, and moderation, especially laws of mar¬ 
riage. But liberality cannot be prescribed by the law, because 
then it ceases to be liberality and becomes simply paying your 
taxes. You know that is the great complaint of the conservatives 
against confiscatory taxes. If they were Greeks they would say 
the confiscatory taxes are bad because they destroy the virtue of 
liberality. It becomes simply justice, then,paying your taxes. 

And magnanimity cannot be prescribed by law obviously, nor magni- 
ficience. Nor can practical wisdom in any strict sense be pre¬ 
scribed by the law, accidentally yes — drive carefully, or handle 
dangerous objects with the care of a reasonable man, that is true 
but it is only accidental. There cannot be a law regarding acts 
of practical as such. What's your point? 

Student* He also doesn't seem to describe practical wisdom in 
terms of its contrary as he's been doing with the other virtues, 

Strauss* Yes, that is true, that is true. Now a few more points. 
We cannot read the whole ... a little bit later on. 


Student* "But since the signs of the virtues and such things, 
as are the works and sufferings of the good man, are noble it 
necessarily follows that all the works and signs of courage and 
all courageous acts are also noble. The same may be said of 
just things and just actions, but not of what one suffers justly, 
for of this alone amongst the virtues that which is justly done 
is not always noble, and a just punishment is more disgraceful 
than an unjust punishment." 


Strauss: Is this clear? Fractically, I am sure you all under¬ 

stand, but it is a paradoxical thing that something justly done 
should in a certain sphere be worse than unjustly done. This 
applies of course only when you are at the receiving end, but 
still it creates a minor difficulty at first glance. Go on. 


Student: "The same applies equally to the other virtues. Those 

things of which the reward is honor are noble, also those which 
are done for honor rather than money, also those desirable things 
which a man does not do for his own sake, things which are abso¬ 
lutely good, v/hich a man has done for the sake of the country 
while neglecting his own interest, things v/hich are naturally • 
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good, and not such as are good for the individual since (inaudible), 
and those things are noble which it is possible for a man to pos¬ 
sess after death rather than during his lifetime, for the latter 
involves more selfishness, all acts done for the sake of others 
for they are more disinteresting (7), (inaudible) not for oneself 
but for others, and for one's benefactors for that is justice, 
in a word all acts of kindness for they are disinterested.” 

Strauss: Here there is a somewhat different point of view of 

why the praised action is praisworthy. This is a kind of justi¬ 
fication of the definition of virtue given before, ./hat is not 
noble? Let us start from the negative side according to what we 
have read here. 

Studenti Punishment. 

Strauss: Sure, that is a special case, but generally speaking? 
Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: v/hat is not noble is what is selfishly done. 7/hat is 
selfishly done is not noble; it lacks this splendor. The indivi¬ 
dual may enjoy getting it, but it lacks peculiar splendor of the 
noble. This is the point. Let us go on. 

Student: "... and the contrary of those things of which we are 

ashamed.” 

Strauss: Is this clear? If it is something of which you are a- 
shamed, which you would like to hide away, not'to expose to the 
public gaze, it cannot be something beautiful, noble, fine, obvi¬ 
ously. 

Student: "for we are ashamed of what is disgraceful in words, 

acts, or intentions, as for instance when Alcaeus said,*I would 
feign say something, but shame holds me back.' Sappho rejoined, 
'Hadst thou desired what was good or noble, and had not thy 
tongue stirred up some evil to utter it, shame would not have 
filled thine eyes, but thou woudst have spoken of what was right,'” 

Strauss: Now what is the imputation of this exchange between the 
two poets? What is the status of the sense of shame? After all 
Alcaeus was a decent man. He had the sense of shame. So what 
does Sappho’s reply imply? 

Student: That what he had to say was blameworthy, or else he would 

have said it. 

Strauss: In other words, the fact that he had the sense of shame 

speaks against him. This is of course something which is here on¬ 
ly alluded to, but what does Aristotle teach about the sense of 
shame in the Ethics ? 

Student: That a good ms.n couldn't feel shame . . . 

Strauss: Yes, because he would never have any, do or feel anything 
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of which he would be ashamed. Here this is only implied. Now the 
next point. 

Studenti "Those things also are noble for which men anxiously 
strive but without fear, for men are thus affected about goods 
which lead to good repute." 

Strauss: Good repute, that is also a sign of what is noble, for 

which they are concerned . . . why not having fear? ;/hy does he 
say that? 

Student; Because fear is not virtuous. 

Strauss; Yes, but here there is no direct reference to virtue. 

Now where are people concerned while having fear, the simplest 
case? 


(tape unintelligible for approximately three minutes) 

Student; "Victory and honor also are noble, for both are desirable 
even when they are fruitless and are manifestations of superior 
virtue, and things worthy of rememberance which are the more hon¬ 
orable the longer their memory lasts, those which follow us after 
death, those which are accompanied by honor, and those which are 
out of the common, those which are only possessed by a single in¬ 
dividual because th-ey are more worthy of remembering, and posses¬ 
sions v/hich bring no profit for they are more gentlemanly." 

Strauss: He has spoken of that which brings no profit, however, 
before. That has to do with the liberality, fthen you have pro¬ 
fited then you have your reward. But things where you have no 
reward but fame, reputation, they alone can bring a reputation. 

Student; "customs that are peculiar to individual people and all 
the tokens of what is esteemed among them are noble. For instance 
in Lacedaemon it is noble to wear one’s hair long, for it is the 
mark of the aentleman, the performance of any servile task being 
difficult for one whose hair is long. And not carrying on any 
vulgar profession is noble, for a gentleman does not live in de- 
oendence of another." 

(tape unintelligible for approximately twenty minutes) 

Strauss; the beginning of chapter 10. Now this is the beginning 
of the discussion of forensic rhetoric. 

Student: "Ve have next to speak of the number and quality of the 

propositions of which those syllogisms are constructed which have 
for their object accusation and defense. Three things have to be 
considered; first, the nature and the number of the motives v/hich 
lead men to act unjustly; secondly, what is the state of mind of 
those who so act; thirdly, the character and dispositions of those 
who are exposed to injustice. .. : e will discuss these questions in 
order after we have first defined acting unjustly." 

Strauss: He makes a tripartition here, but before he discusses 
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any of the three thing's he discusses what it means to act 
unjustly. And why does he discuss acting unjustly and not acting 
justly? 

Studentt (inaudible) 

Strauss: Surely, no one will appear before a law court if he has 

acted justly, very simple. That has no deep reason, but a very 
obvious practical one. 

Student: "Let injustice, then, be defined as voluntarily causing 

injury contrary to the law. Now the law is particular or general. 

By particular I mean the written law in accordance with which the 
state is administered; by general, the unwritten regulations which 
appear to be universally recognized." 

Strauss: It is very dangerous to sneak here of natural right, be¬ 

cause this is a very cautious and provisional statement: things 
which being unwritten seem to be accepted by all, or are thought 
to be accepted by all. He will sneak about natural right later, 
but this is not a statement which is very helpful. 

Student: "Men act voluntarily when they know what they do and do 

not act under compulsion. What is done voluntarily is not always 
done with premeditation. But what is done with premeditation is 
always known to the agent, for no one is ignorant of what he does 
with a purpose. The motives which lead men to do injury and commit 
wrong actions are depravity and incontinence, for if men'*have one 
or more vices it is in that which makes him vicious that he shows 
himself unjust. For example, the illiberal in regard to money; 
the licentious in regard to bodily pleasures; the effeminate in re¬ 
gard to what makes for ease; the coward in regard to dangers, for 
fright makes them desert their comrades in peril; the ambitious in 
his desire for honor; the irascible owing to anger; one who is 
eager to conquer in his desire for victory; the rancorous in his 
desire for vengeance; the foolish man for having mistaken ideas of 
right and wrong; the shameless for his contempt of the opinion of 
others; similarly each of the rest of mankind is unjust in regard 
to his special weakness." 

Strauss: One may say that the provisional answer to the question, 
what is the state of mir.d of the wrongdoer, but very provisional 
is there must be wishes incontinent in one way or the other. 3ut 
t^is is by no means precise enough. What Aristotle wants to say 
is that what we have learned about the virtues is of some impor¬ 
tance for understanding crime, because virtuous men will by defini¬ 
tion never commit a crime and therefore there is a variety of vices 
which may be applied to crime. But the next discussion comes some¬ 
what closer. 

Student: "This will be perfectly clear, partly from what has al¬ 

ready been said about the virtues, partly from what will be said 
about the emotions. It remains to state the motives and character 
of those who do wrong and of those who suffer from it. First, then, 
let us decide what those who set about doing wrong long for or a- 
void; for it is evident that the accuser must examine the number 
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and nature of the motives which are to be found in his opponent, 
the defendant which of them are not to be found in him. Now, all 
human actions are either the result of man's efforts or not." 

Strauss» All human actions, not only crimes. Crimes are obviously 
human actions, and therefore we must know something about human ac¬ 
tions if we want to know something about crimes. That's why he 
speaks first about the cause of human actions. 

Students "Of the latter, some are due to chance, others to neces¬ 
sity. Of those due to necessity, some are to be attributed to 
compulsion others to nature. So that the things which men do not 
do of themselves are all the result of chance, nature, or compul¬ 
sion. As for those which they do of themselves and of which they 
are the cause, some are the result of habit others of longing, and 
of the latter some are due to rational others to irrational long¬ 
ings. Now wish is a rational longing for good, for no one wishes 
for anything unless he thinks it is good. Irrational longings are 
anger and desire. Thus, all the actions of men must necessarily 
be referred to seven causes* chance, nature, compulsion, habit, 
reason, anger, and desire," 

Strauss* Now, in order to understand this, let us take crime. 

What is a crime, an illegal action committed by chance, and which 
of course if it is proved to have been committed by chance would 
be no longer punishable? 

Student* Manslaughter. 

Strauss* No, that I believe would be traced to anger ordinarily. 

Student* Say in the case of a traffic accident. 

Strauss* That could be. Say someone throws away a cigarette in 
a situation in ’which he would have no reason to expect that it 
would have any consequence, and by some accident a truck passes 
with highly inflammable material. If wholly unforeseeable, it 
would be chance. Now what would be nature, an action which on the 
face of it would be against the law but can be traced to nature, 
i.e., the man is not responsible? 

Student* Stealing out of hunger? 

Strauss* Absolutely, that would be the simple example. Compul¬ 
sion is clear. Someone forces you physically to use the trigger 
of a gun. This is clear. You're not responsible for that. 

Habit, a crime committed by virtue of habit where you do not have 
to refer to any other motive? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* Or addiction of one kind or another. Reasoning is clear, 
a calculated crime. And anger: revenge or sudden anger. And de¬ 
sire, because someone is attracted by something which he claims to 
be overpowered by. These seven causes, Aristotle makes clear in 
the sequel, are causes strictly speaking, not accidental. For 
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example, the examde which he gives, there are actions which can 
be attributed to youth. Young oeople are in some respects more ir¬ 
rational. than older ones. But Aristotle says it is not the youth 
which is the direct and essential cause. It's only an accident 
that young people are ordinarily more given to that than older 
ones, and other considerations of this kind. V/e can disregard them, 
although this is very interesting otherwise. In order to under¬ 
stand the argument, toward the end of this chapter, 1369 b 20: 

Student: "In short, all things that men do of themselves either 

are or seem good or pleasant. And since men do voluntarily what 
they do of themselves, and involuntarily what they do not, it fol¬ 
lows that all that men do voluntarily will be either that which 
is or seems good, or that which is or seems pleasant. For I reckon 
among good things the removal of that which is evil or seems evil 
or the exchange of a greater evil for a less because these two 
things are in a way desirable. In like manner I reckon among 
cleasant things the removal of that which is or appears painful 
and the exchange of a greater pain for a less. -We must make our¬ 
selves acquainted with the number and quality of expedient and 
pleasant things. We have already spoken of the expedient when 
discussing deliberative rhetoric ... 

Strauss: I.e., the good in the sense of the expedient. That was 

the subject of deliberative. 

Student: "Let us now speak of the pleasant. We must regard our 

definitions in each case provided they are neither obscure or too 
orecise." 

Strauss: Therefore, in other words, when he speaks of the reasons 
of crime he has also to speak of the expedient. Sometimes people 
commit crimes for the sake of some assumed benefit, not only for 
the pleasant (inaudible). But since he has discussed that before, 
and only for this reason, he will now speak of the pleasant. And 
thus the oleasant is his next subject. Now in this chapter he does 
not speak about the virtues at all. Why? Is not according to the 
Ethics the virtuous man the man who derives pleasure from acting 
virtuously? 

Student: I think the definition of ignoble (?) is connected with 

his definition of virtue and also with (inaudible) of virtue from 
considerations of the pleasant. He makes this distinction. 

Strauss: I think the point is the sane which I mentioned before. 

Aristotle does not speak here of the moral virtues strictly under¬ 
stood, and therefore he does not claim that these actions, the vir¬ 
tues of which he spoke before and the actions corresponding to them, 
are pleasant. They are chosen for the sake of the glory, honor, 
fame following from them, but not because of their intrinsic plea¬ 
santness. Now, first the definition: 

Student: "Let it be assumed by us that oleasure is a certain move¬ 

ment of the soul, a sudden and perceptible settling down into its 
natural state, and pain the opposite." 
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Strauss: So oleasure has clearly to do with nature, coming into 

our own. There was no mention made of nature in the definition of 
the good and the noble. Yes? 

Student: This seems not only to do with the bodily pleasures, 
oleasures that come out of pain, it doesn't have to do with the 
pleasure of smelling a rose, does it? 

Strauss: Pardon? 

Student: This doesn’t only have to do with oleasures that come out 

of pain. It doesn't have to do with pleasures from smelling a rose 
does it? 

Strauss: Oh yes, he happens to speak of the pleasures of smelling . . 

Student: I saw that, but it doesn't fit the definition because 
whereas thirst . . . 

Strauss: Nevertheless, Aristotle would say, according to this 

definition, that in smelling something pleasant our smelling organ 
comes into its own. If we smell something unpleasant, it's against 
our grain. If you use this common phrase, against our grain, you 
will understand immediately what Aristotle means in this connection 
by "aasinst nature.” If you brush your hair, or a horse’s hair, 
you can do it against the grain or with the grain. To go with the 
grain is much better, because then the nature helps you. Now 
there are things which fit our palate, just what the palate ordered, 
when you get something exquisitely done. I am not speaking now of 
when we are very hungry when almost anything mic-at do. Then this 
is in accordance with the nature of the palate. And other things 
are against it, and therefore we are annoyed when we have to eat 
it. 

Student: So everyday breathing, when we don't smell things pleasant 

• * • 

Strauss: Aristotle does not link up here, does not make here the 

distinction between the pure pleasures which are not preceded by 

rain and the impure oleasures, let us say, which are preceded by 

pain. He does not make the distinction, naturally because he speaks 
of pleasure in a crude manner as he always does. 

Student: This is for a normal person, isn't it? 

Strauss: Oh yes, that is always understood. If there may be people 

who are very abnormal, they may have abnormal pleasures and pain,* 
that is clear. There is another statement. Let us read on a few 
more lines. 

Student: "If such is the nature of pleasure, it is evident that 

that which produces the disposition we have just mentioned is 
pleasant and that which destroys it or produces the contrary to 
settling down is oainful. Necessarily therefore, . . . 

Strauss: That is only the confirmation of the importance of nature. 



V, 15 


There was no reference to nature, I repeat, in the discussion of 
the good and the noble. Nov/, he gives then soecial cases which 
are of some interest, for example, everything which is violent, 

. . . The pleasant is that which is not violent. The violent is 
imposed on us, against our nature. Before the quotation. 

Students "That which is not compulsive is also pleasant, for com¬ 
pulsion is contrary to nature. That is why what is necessary is 
painful." 

Strauss: Necessary and compulsive . . . all right. The next ex¬ 

ample . 

Student: "And it was rightly said, *Bvery act of necessity is 

disagreeable.* Application, study, and intense effort are also 
painful." 

Strauss: Yes, as we all know. And this word which he uses here, 

spoudai, the efforts, and from this is in Greek the adjective 
"spoudaios" derived, the serious man used synonymously with the 
virtuous man. So the implication here is that these things which 
lead to virtue are not as such pleasant, but virtue has also its 
pleasant side as will come out later. 

Student: "For these involve necessity and compulsion, if they have 

not become habitual, for then habit makes them pleasant," 

Strauss: Yes, they become pleasant not because of the content, 
but because we are accustomed to do that. Custom is a kind of se¬ 
cond nature. Yes? 

Student: "Things contrary to these care pleasant, wherefore states 

of ease, idleness, carelessness, amusement, recreation, and sleep 
are most pleasant things because none of these is in any way com¬ 
pulsive ." 

Strauss: Averroes makes here the remark, which I found amusing, 

to be at leisure and the omission of measuring the actions accord¬ 
ing to the law is pleasant. In other words, you do as you like 
and do not obey the law. This has a pleasant element in itself, 
therefore the pleasant is a cause for (inaudible), obviously. Yes? 

Student: "Everything of which we have within us the desire is 

pleasant, for desire is a longing for the pleasant. Now of desires 
some arc irrational, others rational. I call irrational 
all those that are not the result of any assumption. Such are all 
those which are called natural, for instance, those which come into 
existence through the body, such as the desire for food, thirst, 
hunger, the desire of such and such food in particular, the desires 
connected with taste, sexual pleasures, in a word, with touch, smell, 
hearing, and sight. I call those desires rational which are due 
to our being convinced, for there are many things which we desire 
to see or acquire when we have heard them spoken of and are con¬ 
vinced that they are pleasant." 

Sarauss: This is clear. You see Aristotle does not call the bodily 



pleasures the natural pleasures. He says they are called natural. 

The others too are natural but in the//* case to see their natural¬ 
ness some hearing of them and some having become persuaded or con¬ 
vinced of them is necessary. Then he speaks about the pleasures 
of remembering and anticipation which leads to certain complica¬ 
tions because we enjoy remembered pain or suffering. Mot simply, 
this is a bit complicated. But when we think of someone near and 
dear to us who died in one sense that is a kind of reviving of that 
human being, but on the other hand when we think of his act of dy¬ 
ing that would be plainly unpleasant also in memory. But if you 
think of what he did when he was alive, this is pleasant. So, this - 
he develops in the sequel, supporting it with a number of quota¬ 
tions. Mow we cannot read everything. Let us turn to 1371 a, 
when he speaks of playful things. Shortly after the beginning. 

Students "And since victory is pleasant, competitive and disputa¬ 
tious amusements must be so too, for victories are often (inaudible). 
Among these we may include games with knuckle-bones, ball games, 
dicing, and draughts. It is the same with serious sports, for 
some become pleasant when one is familiar with them while others 
are so from the outset such as the chase and every description of 
outdoor sport, for rivalry implies victory. It follows from this 
that practice in the law courts and disputation are pleasant to 
those who are familiar with them and well qualified." 

Strauss: (inaudible) when he speaks of these serious sports. To 

begin with they are followed only by effort or labor as is the 
gaining of science or knowledge. But it looks different when it 
has been acquired. .v'hen we have acquired a mastery. So I think 
this is not far-fetched because Plato frequently, Plato, Aristotle 
usually not, uses the word "play" for non-necessary things, non¬ 
necessary in the vulgar sense of the term, and counts philosophy 
among that, a. serious play: serious, obviously; but play also be¬ 
cause it lacks the crude necessity that we have to do it to keep 
alive. ./here you left off. 

Student; "Honor and good repute are among the most pleasant things, 
because everyone imagines that he possesses the qualities of a 
worthy man . . . 

Strauss: Let us stop here. Worthy men are spoudaios, that is the 

same as the virtuous man. So in a way men do desire virtues. But 
they are more interested in having the reputation for the same. 

If they could be virtuous without any too great effort, they would 
like to be. There is no question of it. To that extent virtue is 
best. 

Student: "and still more when those whom he believes to be trust- . 

worthy say that it does. Such are neighbors rather than those who 
live at a distance, intimate friends and fellow citizens rather 
than those who are unknown, contemporaries rather than those who 
come later, the sensible rather than the senseless, the many rather 
than the few." 

Strauss: You see there can be a cleavage. .’here can be all kinds 
of contradictions. A man may have a reputation with a few, a re- 
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nutation for s.oodness with a few, but with men of judgment. You 
see here there can be a difficulty in speaking. Yes? ' 

Student* "For such persons are more likely to be trustworthy than 
their opposites. As for those for whom men feel great content, 
such as children or animals, they pay no heed to their respect or 
esteem or if they do it is not for the sake of their esteem but 
for some other reason.” 

Strauss« Casually they might be concerned. For example the child 
might tell other people what he did. That is what Aristotle means. 

In the case of the dog or any other animal, no ready example has 
occurred to me, but perhaps someone can think of something. 

Student: If you're a postman it is well to be well thought of by 

a dog. 

Stra.uss: Yes, that is true. But there is of course the other 
reason that if someone makes a trip say to Soviet Russia and is 
not very well liked there, he ordinarily is not very much concer¬ 
ned with that. But when he comes back to Chicago, or wherever he 
lives, it's a different story. You see Aristotle spells it all 
out, 

Student: "A friend also is among pleasant things, for it is pleasant 
to love.” 

Strauss: Understand that the Greek word for friend is ” phu.g4 

from which there is a verb which we ordinarily translate 

by "loving." That must be understood. So there are two aspects 
of a friend, being loved and loving. If there are two friends: 
a loves b and is loved by b. 

Student: "For r.o one loves wine unless he finds pleasure in it, 

just as it is olea.sant to be loved . . . 

Strauss: To be loved. 

Student: "For in this case also a man has an impression that he 
is really endowed with good qualities, a thing desired by all who 
perceive it. And to be loved* is to be cherished for one's ov/n sake," 

Strauss: So if I love someone, Aristotle says, I imply that he is 

somehow worth loving, i.e., good. Does this make sense? Because 
we read in our age about so many strange loves that we do not di¬ 
rectly recognize it and we would have to up the case. But there 
is always something implied: that he's someone worth loving. And 
if someone says, well a mother loves her child although she knows 
that he is no good. But what is the answer to that? There is 
something good nevertheless. It's her child, her child. We will 
come to that later. Yes? 

Student: "And to be loved ...” Sorry. "And it is pleasant to 

be admired because of the mere honor. Flattery and the flatterer 

are pleasant . . . 
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Strauss: You see, here in this context where pleasure is especially 
under consideration he doesn't make any difference. The difference 
between the friend and the flatterer is not so important, both are 
pleasant. Here Aristotle gives a mere enumeration, and if we want 
to know the truth about the difference between friend and flatterer 
we have to study the Ethics . 

Student: "the latter being a. sham admirer and friend. It is 

pleasant to do the same things often, for that which is familiar 
is, as we said, pleasant. Change also is pleasant, since change 
is in the order of nature; for perpetual (inaudible) would create 
an excess in the normal condition, whence it was said, 'Change in 
all things is sweet.’ This is why what we only see at intervals, 
whether men or things, is pleasant; for there is a change of the 
present, and at the same time it is rare." 

Strauss: Now let us stop here. Do you recognize this as true? 

■/hen someone whom you haven't seen for years turns up, other things 
being equal, and then you see someone whom you see every day, when 
are you more pleased? rue change, because the other is not surpris- 
ins to you. Do you see that? Good. But here this emphasis on 
change is at variance with a remark Aristotle makes in the Ethics 
which we might just consider. At the end of Book Seven. Would 
you read that? 

Student: "Nothing, however, can continue to give us pleasure al¬ 

ways because our nature is not simple but contains a second element, 
which is what makes us perishable beings. And consequently, when¬ 
ever one of these two elements is active, its activity runs counter 
to the nature of the other, while then the two arc balanced. While 
when the two are balanced their action feels neither painful nor 
pleasant, since if any man had a simole nature the same activity 
would afford him the greatest pleasure always." 

Strauss: So in other words in that case if men have a simple na¬ 
ture identically the same act would always please us and we would 
not wish any change. Go on. 

Student: "Hence God enjoys a single, simple pleasure perpetually; 
for there is not only an activity of motion but also an activity 
of immob lity, and there is essentially a truer pleasure in rest 
than in motion. So change in all things is sweet, as the poet 
says, owing to some badness in us." 

Strauss: That is all we need. So that change is pleasant is ul¬ 

timately due to our defectiveness as mortal beings, a consideration 
which is not even alluded to here in the Rhetoric because this is 
not a subject which will come up before a law court. People do 
not commit crimes with a view to the pleasure. Here one can easily 
get the impression that sameness, and the pleasure from sameness, 
is due only to habituation, while change alone is by nature plea¬ 
sant. But this is not the last word of Aristotle on this subject. 
Now go on. 

Student: "And learning and admiring are as a rule pleasant; for 

admiring, implies the desire to learn. So what causes admiration 
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is to be desired. And learning; implies a return to the normal." 
Strauss: To nature. 


Students "It is pleasant to bestow and to receive . . . 

Strauss: That is imoortant. By learning we come into our own. 
Since we are rational creatures by learning we perfect our reason, 
we come into our own. Well without going into this question I 
think you would all admit this, that if you have understood some¬ 
thing, if it has become clear (inaudible), this is very pleasant, 
very pleasant. Now Aristotle interprets this, here we are coming 
into our own. Next? 


Students "It is pleasant to bestow and to receive benefits. The 
latter is the attainment of what we desire." 


Strauss: I think that needs hardly any proof, that people enjoy 

being at the receiving end of benefits generally speaking. 

Students "the former, the possession of more than sufficient 
means, both of them things that men desire. Since it is pleasant 
to do good, it must also be pleasant for men to set their neighbors 
on their feet and to suooly their deficiences. And since learning 
and admiring are oleasant . . . 

Strauss: Now let us stop here for a moment. So well-doing, doing 
well is pleasant not because by being that we come into our own, 
he does not say that, not because of a natural sociability, but 
because it is a sign of one's possessing some good and of one's 
superiority. That sounds rather Hobbian, doesn't it? In Cope's (?) 
commentary to the passage I read: "Aristotle neither here nor 
elsewhere takes any account of the benevolent affections as ele¬ 
ments of human nature." This goes perhaps too far, but there is 
some element of truth in it. I would say as follows* Philanthropy, 
loving human beinas as such, is not a virtue in Aristotle. The 
Stoics speak of that, but Aristotle does not. So this we must 
keeo in mind. But we will later on come to a passaae which calls 
for a qualification of this statement. Yes? 

Students "all things connected with them must also be pleasant, 
for instance, a work of imitation such as painting, sculptor, poetry 
and all that is well imitated, even if the object of imitation is 
not pleasant, for it is not this that causes pleasure or the re¬ 
verse but the inference that the imitation and the object imitated 
are identical, so that the result is that we learn something." 

Strauss: This seems to be very narrow and low. Eut is there not 

something to it because Aristotle really thinks of all kinds of 
(inaudible). Have you ever been sitting with something else and 
looking at a collection of photographs, and looking at all kinds 
of people, nice or unnice people, but the exoerience itself is 
pleasant. I think Aristotle means nothing higher than that. And 
of course this is pleasure from imitation on the lowest level 
surely, but this is not completely irrelevant for understanding 
the pleasure from imitation on the higher levels. 
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Student; How about a novel about life in the slur.s? It can be 
great pleasure to read, but it's a great bore to live, 

Strauss; Oh sure, but one doesn’t even have to go so high. The 
very simple thing, especially if it takes you a minute to recog¬ 
nize, oh that's him, then you learn in a way something. Yes? 

Student; "The same may be said of sudden changes and narrow es- 
caoes from danger, for all these things excite wonder. And since 
that which is in accordance with nature is pleasant and things 
which are akin are akin in accordance with nature, all things 
akin and like are for the most part pleasant to each other, as 
man to man, horse to horse, youth to youth. This is the origin 
of the proverbs; 'The old have charms for the old, the young for 
the young,' 'Like to like,' 'Beast knows beast,' 'Birds of a feather 
flock together,’ and all similar sayings." 

Strauss; You see here Aristotle says, man is pleasant to man. 

So there is something here recognized by Aristotle. There is a 
bond uniting all men. Why does he not put a greater stress on 
that than he does here? v/hy doesn't he take any account of the 
benevolent affections of human nature? A'hy doesn’t he do that? 

Student; Because men are very different. A man likes another 
man similar to him more than he likes (inaudible). 

Strauss; In other words, the variety within the human race is so 
terrific that this common thing, that man likes man, is more than 
balanced by the other. Surely. And also, of course, there are 
other things. There are so many divisive things which set man 
against man that this is balanced, but it is_ there. Aristotle 
does not deny that. 

Student; If doing kindnesses is done because of the pleasure one 
gets from superiority, if it's selfish, why is it noble? 

Strauss; From another point of view, because if a man forgets him¬ 
self, his own interests, that's noble. I spoke of this before. 
Someone is a benefactor, and this can be looked upon from two 
points of view; He neglects his own interests in favor of the 
others. And when you look at this you say,that is a noble character, 
not calculating, not petty. And if you look from the point of view 
that he gets some benefit out of it for, what they now call, his 
ego — have you ever heard of that — then it doesn’t look so nice. 

It looks also in a subtle way petty. And it is in a given case 
impossible to decide for (inaudible) what is the case. The solu¬ 
tion which Aristotle proooses is to deny that benefic_ence as bene¬ 
ficence is virtue. It is an ambiguous phenomenon. The character 
of virtue consists in something else. Now we come to another point 
which has very much to do with the question you raised. 

Student; "And since things which are akin and like are always 

W 

oleasant to one another, that every man in the highest degree feels 
this in regard to himself, it must needs be that all men are more 
or less selfish . . . 
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Strauss: Literally "self-loving." But the word did have in Greek 
that meaning, so that one may translate it by "selfish." Only 
Aristotle in a passage in the Ethics says that it is wrong that we 
condemn self-loving men altogether. 

Students "For it is in himself above all that such conditions are 
to be found. Since, then, all men are self-loving, it follows 
that all find pleasure in what is their own such as their works 
and words. That is why men as a rule are found of those who flatter 
and love them, of honor, and of children, for the last are their 
own work. It is also pleasant to supply what is wanting, for then 
it becomes our work." 

Strauss* Do you see that? The other one has done the thing, but 
then the next one makes corrections, completes it. But through 
this completion it becomes really what was intended. And that not 
only haonens (inaudible) of the whole, He also sets up his little 
completina thing against the thing which the other man has done 
and shows in this way his superiority. 

Student* "And since it is most pleasant to command, it is also 
pleasant to be regarded as wise; for practical wisdom is commanding 
and wisdom consists in the knowledge of many things that excite 
(inaudible)." 

Strauss: You see, that is the other reference to wisdom, in con¬ 
tradiction to practical wisdom. And what Aristotle indicates here 
is this. Ruling is most pleasant. Now in order to be a ruler 
you must have practical wisdom. But from the ordinary point of 
view, the only wisdom known in the marketplace is practical wisdom. 
And therefore the man who seems to be a man of practical wisdom is 
regarded as wise. And to be regarded as wise is pleasant. Wisdom 
itself, here distinguished by Aristotle from practical wisdom, is 
here popularly defined. The knowledge of many marvellous things 
— things of which no one ever has heard and (inaudible), say cer¬ 
tain manuscripts in an Italian convent or the behavior of some small 
animals which no one has ever seen because you might need a very 
special microscope which is usually not available. That's wisdom: 
crude knowledge. It's of course not the Aristotelian notion of wis¬ 
dom, but it is important that we know that, what wisdom ordinarily 
means. Yes? 

Student* "Further, since men are generally ambitious, it follows 
that it is also agreeable to find fault with our neighbors. And 
if a man thinks he excels in anything he likes to devote his time 
to it, as Euripides says: 'And allowing the best part of each day 
to that in which he happens to surpass himself, he presses eagerly 
towards it.' Similarly, since amusement . . . 

Strauss* The last example shows why not all men desire to blame 
their neighbors and why not all men desire to rule, because there 
can also be a form of ambition not to do something where we neces¬ 
sarily become ridiculous. Stick to your own thing, the field where 
you are competent. v'e can read the end. 

Student: "Similarly, since amusement, every kind of relaxation, 
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and laughter are pleasant, ridiculous things, men, words, or deeds, 
must also be pleasant. The ridiculous has been discussed separately 
in the Poetics ." 

Strauss j Unfortunately, that has not been preserved. It would be 
very interesting to see what Aristotle has to say about the ridi¬ 
culous . 

Students "Let this suffice for things that are pleasant; those 
that are painful will be obvious from the contraries of these." 

Strauss t So, now we know what? Now we know the reasons why people 
commit unjust acts: for the sake of the pleasant and the profitable, 
and we have been ffiven an analysis of the profitable in chapter 6, 
if I remember rieht, and of the pleasant here in chapter 11. And 
nov we come to the more detailed discussion. 



Lecture VI 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , April 15* 1964 


Strauss: You tried very reasonably to look for an order in the 
Aristotelian enumerations, and this is very good althouah, as you 
sav, you did not very well succeed. But one should do this by 
all means. One thins I have not understood. >'hy did you link, up 
the equitable man with the magnanimous man? 

Student: Well, in the discussion of equity Aristotle talks of the 
man who acts equitably and shows what sort of attitude he’d take 
towards various kinds of offenses against him. And it seems to be 
natural to ask whether the equitable man is the same as the just 
man. And it seemed to me that you would have to then go on and 
say thst that's not adequate, so that . . . 

Strauss: But the just man, as Aristotle describes him in the 
Ethics is one who is willing to forgo quite a few things to which 
he is entitled. Does this go beyond what he says here?* 

Student: Perhaps not. The notion that the equitable man can 

forset harm done , . . 

Strauss: Yes, but when you read the chapter on magnanimity in the 
Ethics, you see that this is not quite true. There are certain 
things the magnanimous man does not forget. The magnanimous man 
is the man who is concerned with high honor (inaudible). And the 
point of view of equity is entirely different. The equitable man 
is a man who is concerned more with the intention of the legislator 
than with the letter of the law, a different consideration. But 
we may take it up later. And then there was another point which 
struck me: what you said about tyrannicide being a conflict between 
the just and the noble, and you gave also another example which 
I have now forgot. But does Aristotle speak about a conflict be¬ 
tween the just and the noble? No. But why do you see a conflict 
there? 

Student: Because it could be argued that the same act is noble, 

as tyrannicide may be noble, but at the same time be against the 
law, therefore unjust. 

Strauss: But if you take the Aristotelian definition of tyranny, 
that it is a lawless regime, then tyrannicide would not be against 
the law. 

Student: The other one was the man who revenges his mother and 
father. Common opinion might hold that this is a noble act, 
though this is like to be a low understanding of noble, and this 
would be against the law. 

Strauss: V/ell, I believe the question of tyranny and tyrannicide 
is somehow oresent there, but let us see when we come to it. Good. 
And now let us then turn to chanter 12 and begin at the beginning, 

S+udent: "Such are the motives of injustice. Let us now state the 



frame of mind of those who commit it and who are the sufferers 
from it." 

Strauss* So, let us see what the subject is. What are the things 
for the sake of which people commit crimes, what he has discussed 
before? »Vhat are these things? 

Student* Pleasure and profit, 

Strauss* Pleasure and profit. So we know that. And now he speaks 
of the state of mind of the wrongdoers and of the victims. Good. 

Now first the state of mind of the wrongdoers* 

Student* Men do wrong when they think that it can be done and when 
it can be done by them, when they think that their action will ei¬ 
ther be undiscovered or if discovered will remain unpunished, or 
if it is punished that the punishment will be less than the profit 
to themselves or to those for whom they care." 

Strauss* Is this intelligible. This is I believe well known to 
everyone from daily practice. Detective stories (inaudible)* 
motive and opportunity. Motives were discussed before, but 
Aristotle is somewhat more subtle in dividing up the opportunity. 

It must be possible and in addition they must be reasonably certain 
of not being discovered. This is another consideration. The op¬ 
portunity means the opoortunity of doing it secretly, otherwise 
there is no opoortunity. Everyone has the opportunity to kill any¬ 
one in this class, but this is not what we mean when we speak of 
that. This by the wav is the principle of the order here. And the 
other point is also clear. I mean, we have heard of people who 
commit acts cf robbery and embezzlement, and while they are by no 
means sure that they will not be discovered, they can nevertheless 
bury their booty and this will be at their disposal after they come 
out from jail again. So that the reward will be higher than the 
punishment. This is a very simple case. Now go on. 

Student* "As for the kind of things which seem possible or impos¬ 
sible we will discuss them later, for these topics are common to 
all kinds of rhetoric." 

Strauss* Meaning what what is possible or impossible in general, 
for human beings in general. That does not mean of course that it 
is possible for them, for this particular man's circumstances. 

About that he speaks now. 

Student* "Now, men who commit wrong think they are most likely to 
be able to do so with impunity if they are eloquent, businesslike, 
experienced in judicial trials, if they have many friends, and if 
they are wealthy. They think there is the greatest chance of their 
being able to do so if they themselves belong to the above classes, 
if not if they have friends, servants, or accomplices who do; for 
thamks to these qualities they are able to commit wrong and to es- 
caoe discovery and punishment." 

Strauss* And to escape punishment. Tv>ere are three considerations* 
they are capable of doing it, capable of hiding it, and capable of 
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avoiding punishment. 

Student* "Similarly, if they are friends of those who are being 
wronged, or of the judges,- for friends are not on their guard a- 
gainst being wronged and besides they prefer reconciliation to 
taking procedures, and judges favor those whom they are found of 
and either let them off altogether or inflict a small penalty." 

Strauss: I trust that there is no difficulty whatever in under¬ 

standing this on the basis of ordinary reading of newspapers. 

Student* Mr. Strauss, this discussion is limited solely to acts 
of calculation, whereas in chapter 10 he discussed seven causes 
of action. Reason, deliberate calculation, was only one of the 
seven . . . 

Student* To some extent you are right. He speaks of wrongdoing. 

Now wrongdoing strictly speaking is of course intentional wrong¬ 
doing. But someone may be accused of a crime which is not a crime, 
but this is not strictly speaking wrongdoing. Now he takes it 
literal. And now he comes to the second place. (inaudible) of 
those who are capable of committing a crime. But since the ex¬ 
pectation of remaining undiscovered is important, he must speak 
of the things which enable a man to expect that he will remain un¬ 
discovered when he commits a crime. That comes now. 

Student: "Those are likely to remain undetected whose qualities 

are out of keeping with the charges, for instance, if a man wanting 
in physical strength were accused of assault and battery, or a 
poor and an ugly nan of adultery." 

Strauss* No comment needed. 

Student: Also, if the acts are done quite openly and in the sight 

of all, for they are not guarded against because no one would 
think then possible? also, if they are so great and of such a na¬ 
ture that no one would even be likely to axtempt them, for these 
also are not guarded against, for all guard against ordinary ail¬ 
ments and wrongs but no one takes precautions against those ail¬ 
ments from which no one has ever yet suffered; and those who have 
either no enemy at all or many, the former hope to escape notice 
because they are not watched, the latter do escape because they 
would not be thousht likely to attack those who are on xheir guard 
and because they can defend themselves by the plea that they would 
never have attempted it; and those who have ways or places of con¬ 
cealment for stolen property or abundant opportunities of disposing 
of it." 

Strauss: Is there anything missing, or does -he cover all the cases? 

I didn't find anything missing, but I have no great experience in 
this region. 

Student: I thought the predicate of all these people was that they 

were likely to remain undetected? 

Strauss: Yes. Later on . . . 
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Student? How would one find in broad dayliaht a neans of conceal¬ 
ment? 

Strauss* v/ell, this is a very interest in?, case. There would be 
witnesses. I mean, if you would shoot anyone in class, or commit 
assault and battery you would not remain undetected. It's imprac¬ 
tical to do it, and you would surely be condemned unless you can 
brina a psychiatrist he can prove that you were under an unbearable 
stress because of the subject we are discussing and therefore com¬ 
mitted a crime. That can be done. Or you are able to bribe the 
judges of course, the third possibility. Or say someone says, I 
will take care of vou for the rest of your days. You won’t need 
a job. Say he will give you a trust fund of 3100,000 if you com¬ 
mit an act of assault and battery here against someone, maybe a- 
gainst your teacher. You are capable of doing it; you have the 
oooortunity; you cannot remain undetected but the reward is greater 
than the punishment. So then you have the motive for doing it. 

Student: Yes, that will explain motive, but i thought this para¬ 

graph was entirely concerned with the likelihood of remaining un¬ 
detected? 

Strauss: Up to this point. 

Student: And the second item given was . , . The first sentence 

was reasonable, but the second one says "also." Is it true also 
likely to remain undetected if the acts are done quite openly 
and in sight of all, for they are not guarded against? 

Strauss? No, I think what he means is this. This is a good argu¬ 
ment before a court. He cannot have committed it, because only a 
fool would do it. I believe he means that. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Or sirndy taking it out as if it were your bicycle. Yes, 

that could be. But I believe it is also the other point, that this 
is a sood argument before a court. If you say, who would do that. 

Student: Did you ask whether it wasn't possible that (inaudible)? 

Strauss: Yes. 

Student: Yes, I think there is one thing missing, crime done in a 
mob. 

Strauss: Now let me see whether this is not covered here. Here 
he says, the last point, what is the possibility of concealment 
either by the manner in which they act or by the places, the places. 
That's a good place to commit (inaudible). He speaks of places. 
Places do not merely mean places where you can hide your booty, 
but it means also the place where you commit the crime. 

Student: '.Veil, the sentence says only the places where you conceal 
the stolen orooerty. 
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Strauss* No, no. That is another . . . let me see. No, no. 

That is not that. Where concealment is possible* concealment of 
the act. And I believe the last point, where the disposal is easy, 
that refers to fences and this kind of thing. 

Student* Would you read the sentence, because our translation is 
very clear. 

Strauss* "and for all those men who have at their disposal con¬ 
cealment either by their manners, circumstances, or by the places." 
Namely, where they commit the crime. Now the next point which he 
makes is where there is no secrecy possible, but no punishment to 
speak of. Let us read only the beginning of that, where we left 
off. 

Student* "and those who, even if they do not remain undetected 
can get the trial set aside or put off, or corrupt the judges.. . 

Strauss* Obviously, that is clear. They get scot-free nevertheless 
as though they had never been found out. In every newspaper, every 
day,, you will find examoles of this. 

Student* "and those who if a fine be imposed can get payment in 
full set aside, or put off for a long time, or those who owing to 
Dovertv have nothing to lose? and the cases where the profit is 
certain, or large, or immediate while the punishment is small, un¬ 
certain, or remote; and where there can be no punishment equal to 
the advantage, as seems to be the case in a tyranny." 

Strauss; Is it clear, the last example? The greatest crime you 
can commit is to become the tyrant. That is the only crime which 
is by definition unpunishable; so therefore someone who succeeds 
in that can very well ... is uncovered by the act of the crime, 
and at the same time escapes the possibility of punishment. So 
it's at the peak, you know. Yes? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* Yes, now there is a certain difficulty, I forgot now the 
details, these summaries printed in his works are not all by him. 

This was found out somewhere, I don't have the references here, 
bit some Englishman found that out. One is by him, but I couldn’t 
tell you which now. You would have to go into it. If you give me 
a ring at home where I have my copy I can give you the reference, 
if you're interested in this. Good. Now we do not have to read 
everything. There is one case which is especially interesting. 

He goes on then and speaks without any clear order, at least any 
order which I could detect, of other peoole who are apt to commit 
crimes. Then he says, for those for which the pleasure is immediate, 
in line 11, or the gain immediate and the punishment afterwards* 
for the intemperate are such oeople. In other words the temptation 
is too great at the moment and therefore they have not the capa¬ 
city to resisx this. Go on, read a few more lines. 

Student* "And when, on the contrary, the pain or the loss is imme¬ 
diate, while the pleasure and the profit are later and more lasting; 
for temperate and wiser man pursue subjects and . . . 
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Strauss: What does this mean? The temperate and wiser, or prac¬ 
tically wiser, he does not say the practically wise, the practically 
wise would of course not commit crimes, but wiser than these intem¬ 
perate people who cannot control themselves. Is this intelligible? 
For example, this is an example which I read somewhere: committing 
a crime in order to go to jail as an ordinary criminal in order to 
escape execution for a political trap . Even a practically wise 
man could do that. I read it somewhere in one of these magnificent 
stories. It might have hapcened. Now let us then turn to- the 
next section, b 23 . where he speaks of those kind of people who are 
likely to suffer in that case. Now this is, the rest of the chapter 
is devoted to this subject. Let us read only a few specimens in 
1373 a 27. 

Student: "Men are ready to commit wrongs which all or many are in 
the habit of committing, for they hope to be pardoned for their of¬ 
fenses ." 

Strauss: Prohibition would be an example of this. 

Student: "They steal objects that are easy to conceal, such as 

they that are quickly consumed like eatables; things which can 
easily be changed in form, or color, or composition; things for 
which there are many convenient hiding places, such as those that 
are easy to carry or stow away in a corner; those of which . . . 

Strauss: You see how Aristotle, how informed he was about this 
art of stealing. He had taken the trouble. But it is possible 
that some of the Sophists (inaudible). 

Student: "those of which a thief already possesses a considerable 

number exactly similar or hard to distinguish." 

Strauss: That's important, you see. If you have chicken^iklready, 
say 517. if you steal fifty more it would be practically undetectible, 
unless the owner has branded them. So its very important activity, 
or I hope rather for our detecting such ceople if we ever have the 
duty to do so. 

Student: "or they commit wrongs which the victims are ashamed to 

disclose, such as outrages upon the women of their family, upon 
themselves, or upon their children." 

Strauss: (inaudible) in old Greek has a sexual connotation. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: '.Veil, it is somewhat indelicate but have you ever heard 

that there (inaudible) homosexuality? This would be possible. 

Again, we would have to assume that the victim would not be an 
old and ugly man. Because that would be again utterly incredible. 

Student: "or they commit wrongs . . ,/SorryJ And all those wrongs 
in regard to which anneal to the law would create the annearance 
of litigiousness, such are wrongs which ere unimportant or venial. 
These are nearly all the disoositions which induce men to commit 
wrong* the nature and motives of the wrongs and the kinds of per- 
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sons who are the victims of wrongs." 

Strauss: So these two subjects are now, the discussion of this is 
now finished. We come now in the next chapter to a subject of much 

greater importance. But Mr. _ did you have any observation in 

your paper which we have not considered now, on this chapter? 

Students I'd just like to ask about in the first section where, 
at 1372 5, where the unjust act can be our (inaudible). Doesn't 
it seem that the unjust act can be noble, honorable? 

Strausss Chanter 12? 

Students 1372 b 6, just before mentioning Zeno. 

Strausss Read this now. 

Student: "And when the unjust acts are the real gain, and the only 

punishment is disgrace, and when . . . 

Strauss: (inaudible) 

Students "on the contrary, the unjust acts tend to our credit, for 
instance, if one avenges father or mother, as was the case with 
Zeno, while the punishment only involves loss of money, exile, or 
something like that." 

Strauss: Are there not people who are more prompted by praise or 

avoidance of (inaudible) than by money? You know some people are 
prompted by crime because the punishment is only disgrace. Anri 
what they get for their crime is monetary benefits. In other words, 
oeople who wish to avoid both monetary loss and disgrace would not 
commit crime. But those who are concerned with only one of the 
two might commit crimes but of different kinds, of very different 
kinds. There would be people who are perfectly willing for the 
sake of what they regard as their honor to undergo all kinds of 
other punishments, say financial loss. 

Student: So it's implied that there is something defective about 
this kind of honor? 

Strauss: Yes sure, sure. Well, the ultimate question remains, 
which is here not even touched upon and alluded to in the next 
chapter, what about unjust laws, and trangressing unjust laws. 

Is this an unjust act? That would be the question. But for all 
ordinary purposes the question doesn't have to be raised, because 
the question before a law court is never whether the law is just 
but whether the individual has complied with the law or transgressed 
it. This belongs to some court of anpeals which may not exist in 
any society. Is this clear? But Aristotle is aware of the question 
as he shows in the next chapter where he takes up the question of 
the justice of the laws. 

Students (inaudible) 

Strauss: What is a frame of mind? How would you describe it? 
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All right. What is a virtue or vice? I mean the crudest thing one 
has to say about it. Well let us say it is a disposition of the 
mind. So both virtue and vice are dispositions of the mind, only 
the one good and the other bad. And then there some that are in 
a certain twilight zone. There is no difficulty. That Aristotle 
does not take virtue in a very strict sense in the Rhetoric we 
have seen already. That is perfectly legitimate because he deals 
with rhetoric and not with the highest things. 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* You know, there is this point that he discusses in the 
Hthics that a man who does wrong, commits a crime, is not neces¬ 
sarily a vicious man. And the man who does not commit legal crime 
is not necessarily a virtuous man. 

Student* At the end of chapter 12 where he talks about the wrongs 
which (inaudible) disposed, now doesn't that go contrary to what 
Kachiavelli advises the Prince, namely that the Prince should never 
(inaudible) the women of his subjects? And if it does, then what 
is the meaning (inaudible). 

Strauss* Let us take the classic cases* Virginia and Lucretia. 

In this case the man, they are not ashamed to admit that the women 
were ravished, why? because they were ravished by a tyrant who 
misused his superabundant power. That is not a disgrace for anyone. 
But if it is done by another private man, that’s a different sit¬ 
uation. I mean, you must only think of the circumstances. It's 
a very different story. I know quite a few cases of women who 
met this kind of disgrace, you know, during the war, and this is 
something which is terrible but which is not as much a matter of 
disgrace as it would be if it happened by another fellow citizen 
under ordinary circumstances in peacetime. That’s a different 
story. 

Student* Did I understand you to say that (inaudible)? 

Strauss* [so. There is a distinction. A disposition is much less 
ingrained as such than a habit is. But for these purposes the 
Greek word for "disposition" is sometimes used synonymously by 
Aristotle with "hexis." But when he speaks strictly he distin¬ 
guishes them. 

Student* Does he use the word "hexis" here? 

Strauss* No. Not that I know of. But .7,^7^ O) he uses, or 
the verbal form of that, which we translate by disposition. And 
by the way, it’s a quite good, almost literal, translation. Good. 
Now let us turn to this very important discussion at the beginning 
of chapter 13. 

Student* "Let us now classify just and unjust actions generally, 
starting from what follows, Justice and injustice have been defined 
in reference to law and persons in two ways. Now there are two 
kinds of laws, particular and general. By particular laws I mean 
those established by each people in reference tc themselves which 
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aeain are divided into written and unwritten. By general laws I 
mean those based upon nature.” 

Straussi But let us see, a. bit more literally. He speaks of law 
in the singular. "I call law, the one particular, the other common, 
particular one which each group has defined in regard to themself 
and this itself divided into unwritten and written. And the com¬ 
mon one is that according to nature." Go on. 

Student* "In fact, there is a general idea of just and unjust in 
accordance with nature as all men in a manner divine, even if 
there is neither communication nor agreement between them." 

Strauss* </hy is this important? Even if there is no community or 
agreement among them ? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* V/ell, Aristotle . . . No, I think this is not very help¬ 
ful, because it's much more straightforward and simple. If they 
have no connection among one another, they cannot possibly have 
agreed as to that particular thing. Therefore, it cannot have its 
origin in human agreement. It cannot be due to convention. That 
is what Aristotle means. So something which people have who have 
no community or connection whatever, and therefore it must be due 
to nature. 

Student* "This- is what Antigone (inaudible) evidently means when 
she declares that it is just, though forbidden, to bury Polyneices, 
as being naturally just, 'For neither today, nor yesterday, but from 
all eternity these statutes lived; and no man knowest whence they 
came.’ And as Empedocles said in regard to not killing that which 
has life, for Phis is not right for some and wrong for others 
’3ut a universal precept which extends without a break throughout 
the wide ruling sky and the boundless hearth.’ Alciaamas also 
speaks of this precept in his [viesseniacus , ’God has left all men 
free; Nature has made none a slave.’ 

Strauss* Mow this is a discussion of natural right, or natural 
law, in the Rhetoric . It will be taken up also to some extent at 
the beginning of chapter 15 where Antigone is age in quoted, but 
this will be taken no next time. Now what does this mean? There 
is something by nature just,i.e., something just not by human agree¬ 
ment, not positive law but natural. Aristotle calls it here "law," 
not merely "just," "the just." He gives three examoles. Now let 
us begin from "he third. .'/v,at is it? ./hat is the assertion of 
Alcidamas regarding natural law? 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss* Or, differently stated, slavery is always against natural 
right. Is this Aristotle’s view? ,'hat about the next examole from 
the Antigone? Tnat it is just to bury the brother,even asainst the 
prohibition of the nositive law. v/e don't know what Aristotle 
thinks about that. 
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Studenti We know that Aristotle says . . . (inaudible) the good 
man should go against the positive law. 

Strauss» Sure, but the question is • . • Let us see here what the 
examples are. And the first is what? I'm sorry, what about Empe¬ 
docles example? What does Aristotle think about the killing of 
animals? 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss* Sure. So at least two of the examples are not good ex¬ 
amples of natural law from Aristotle’s point of view. That’s very 
strange. And the case of Antigone we must leave open because it 
id nowhere discussed, and I suppose from Aristotle’s point of view 
the duty to bury is surely ordinarily a duty but not something 
overriding. Think of the end of the Phaedo where Socrates about 
burying. That is of no interest to Socrates, what happens to his 
corpse. In other words, whether it could not be lawfully declared 
that a traitor may not be buried, there is no statement of Aristotle 
denying that. Two of the three examples certainly run counter to 
Aristotle’s view of what is right. That's very strange. One can¬ 
not establish from this more than that Aristotle somehow admitted 
natural right, but he doesn't give us any inkling of any provisions 
of the natural law. One could of course say this, that while the 
last two examples contradict Aristotle’s view, by the very fact 
that they contradict it, they confirm the assertion that there is 
natural right, namely that there is a natural right to enslave 
people who are by nature slaves, that there is a natural right to 
eat animals. This right is not a positive right, a right established 
by human legislation. Man is so much superior to the beast that 
he, that there is no question of his justly eating animals fit for 
human consumption. So, in other words, this cuts both ways. 

Averroes (inaudible) by a misunderstanding in this case, unless the 
Latin translation mistranslates him, says that the prohibition 
against eating animals is a positive law. He didn't mean in Islam, 
or in Greece, but among vegetarian nations. So under no circum¬ 
stances would it be a natural prohibition. 

Studenti (inaudible) He says that there is natural right, although 
men do not always agree on exactly what it is. 

Strauss* Where does he say that? He only says all men divine that 
there is such a thing, something just, by nature common to all men, 
even if there is no community among them so that agreement might, 
divining it might derive from their culture, as someone said. It 
comes from human nature. Now in order to clarify this point, one 
would have to turn to Aristotle's discussion of this subject, 
which is of course not here. It is in the Fifth Book of the Ethics , 
in 1134 b 18 to 1135 a 5* I brought my translation with me, 
because that is really a very important subject. I have studied 
it n(?) times* I have read it again. In the Fifth Book, 1134 b I8ff* 

Student* "Political justice is of two kinds, one natural the other 
conventional." 

Strauss: Now "political justice" means here the right which obtains 
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among fellow citizens, as distinguished from members of the family, 
or people who are not fellow citizens. But this doesn't mean that 
there is no natural right among people who are not fellow citizens. 
It means only that there are, there is natural right in the fullest 
sense only among fellow citizens. There is much more of rights and 
duties among fellow citizens than among fellow citizens. Good. 

Student! M A rule of justice is natural that has the same validity 
everywhere." 

Strauss: Well, Aristotle doesn't speak of "rule." He says natural 
is that right which has everywhere the same power. 

Student! "and does not depend on our accepting it or not. Conven¬ 
tional is that right that in the first instance may be settled in 
ono way or the other indifferently, though having once been settled 
it is not indifferent." 

Straussi The simplest example is of course right or left driving. 

It does not make itself any difference, but once it is settled 
you ha~e to drive right or left whatever the law says. Aristotle 
gives a somewhat different example. 

Student! "For example, that the ransom for a prisoner shall be a 
mina, that the sacrifice shall consist of a goat and not of two 
sheep, and any regulations enacted for particular cases, for in¬ 
stance the sacrifice in honor of Brasidas, and ordinances in the 
nature of special decrees." 

Straussi So the latter things are all merely positive. That is 
clear. 

Student! "Soem people think that all rules of justuce . . . 

Straussi "All just things" 

Student! "all just things are merely conventional, because whereas 
a law of nature is immutable . . . 

Straussi There is no "law of nature." "Whereas that by nature," 
meaning the right by nature. 

Student! "is immutable and has the same validity everywhere as fire 
bums both here and in Persia, rules of justice are seen to vary. 
That rules of justice vary is not absolutely true, but only with 
qualifications. Among the gods, indeed, it is perhaps not true at 

all . . . 

Straussi In other words, "perhaps/' meaning if there is anything 
which could be called right among the gods, which Aristotle denies 
elsewhere, then there it would be unchangeable. 

Student! "Although there is such a thing as natural right, all just 
things are variable, but nevertheless there is such a thing as na¬ 
tural right as well as justice not ordained by nature and it is 
easy to see which rules of justice, though not absolute, are natural 
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and which are not natural but legal and conventional, both sorts 
alike being variable." 

Straussi Is it easy to see? Give a single example. Aristotle 
gave some example. For example, let us take the case, to sacri¬ 
fice a goat but not two sheep, that's positive. But what is a 
natural example? 

Student: To sacrifice. 

Strauss: To sacrifice. And to ransom for one mina — positive. 

What is natural? 

Student: To ransom. 

Strauss: Perhaps, even more generally, to help fellow citizens 
who have suffered hardships by public service. 

Student* I think, for those examples that the one other reason 
you could make an argument that Aristotle really does not give 
a natural right teaching in the rhetoric . . . The examples in 
the Ethics suggest that natural right is political, i.e., 
that it is something that the polis, the community, does by nature, 
whereas the examples in the Rhetoric seem to be objections, good 
rhetorical arguments . . . 

Strauss: If this was the case, then they would be of no relevance 
regarding Aristotle's own teaching. They would be only things that 
are popularly assumed, to which the forensic orator will therefore 
appeal, but the Ethics is surely not a rhetorical book. Let us 
first see what we get out of the Ethics . 

Student: I have a question which has been bothering me a little 
bit, and its sort of general but its specific in this case, That 
is this: If these are not true examples of Aristotle (inaudible) 
natural right, then he seems to be going against something which 
I’ve read elsewhere, I don't remember where, which is that a tea¬ 
cher shouldn’t teach anything that is false. 

Strauss: Yes, but here he teaches rhetoric. In this particular 
case he teaches what is the way of arguing before a law court, and 
then considerations come in which Aristotle would not necessarily 
regard as valid theoretically. After all, then you can say Aristotle 
shouldn't have made this remark about how to steal cleverly by 
having already 350 chickens before so if you steal fifty more they 
cannot be discovered, which is also something which he shouldn't 
say. 

Student: Well, that's what I mean. It's very general. It brings 
up the whole question, how can he teach rhetoric, because he's ne¬ 
cessarily teaching something which is not .... 

Strauss 1 Aristotle was I believe fully,.of that and therefore he 
wrote this long justification in chapter 1,which we have read, why 
a decent teacher can teach rhetoric in soite of (inaudible). He 
must do it in order to counteract the criminals. You see, this is 
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an eternal verity, which is made clear by Plato in the Republic, 

First Book, that the art of the thief and the art of the detective 
are identical. What the criminal has to know and what the detec¬ 
tive has to know are the same, only the detective has a different 
moral intention from the criminal. The knowledge is the same. 

Take any other example. If a general discusses the defense of the 
country and he may write a book about it. Think of de Gaulle. 

He teaches, of course, the enemy how to conquer his own country. 

De Gaulle (inaudible), by his famous teaching about what the German's 
called then the blitz war he taught the German's who were more given 
to innovation at that time than the French military authorities 
were how to conquer France. That cannot be helped. There are 
things which are by their nature ambiguous. Then one must not be¬ 
come a soldier in the first place, and of course one could say still 
less write books about it. But this cannot be helped. I mean de 
Gaulle surely was a very patriotic Frenchman in writing that book. 

Ho one has ever questioned that, but (inaudible). 

Student: Did he just read a sentence that said that it is easy to 
tell which laws are conventional and which are natural? 

Strauss: Well, "laws" it doesn't say — "which just things." 

Yes, and he believes that anybody can figure it out on the basis 
of these few remarks. It is possible (inaudible) some conclusions. 
You know, for example, sacrificing, or more generally, worshiping 
the gods is natural, is practiced everywhere. But how to worship 
them, and to worship which gods, that's positive. 

Student: How about something like the act of a legislator setting 
up a democracy. Is he acting out of a natural . . . 

Strauss: That is not a matter, because not everywhere is there 
democracy. (inaudible). May I be permitted to continue my brief 
summary of this statement in the Ethics ? So there is, then, a dis¬ 
tinction between natural and positive right. But even the natural 
right is changeable. Both are equally changeable. Now this is a 
very paradoxical assertion, and it is made without any qualification. 
And therefore Thomas Aquinas' statement that only the principles 
are unchangeable and not the conclusions which are changeable is 
not what Aristotle says. Now one possible (inaudible) on the basis 
of what follows, let us read where you left off. 

Student: "The same distinction will hold good in all other matters. 

For instance, the right hand is naturally stronger than the left, 
yet is is possible for any man to make himself ambidextrous." 

Strauss: Now this is a useful example. ./e are by nature, or most 
of us, are by nature right handed, but we can become by training 
ambidextrous. Now it is hard to say, what is a man who has made 
himself by his own efforts ambidextrous? Is this better than to 
be only right handed? Let us assume for one moment it is better 
to be ambidextrous. Then it would mean in this context that posi¬ 
tive right would be an improvement on natural right, not every 
positive right but some are an improvement. And as a consequence 
of this we find sometimes the view that positive law is an improve¬ 
ment by being a modification of natural law. A simple example is 
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this* In the later Roman statements we find for some that natural 
right is what nature taught all animals. Now nature taught all 
animals to raise their offspring. That's one of the examples given. 
What does Aristotle teach about raising off-spring? Not universal. 
Exposure of infants is regarded by Aristotle as just. Here you 
have a modification by human reason of what all animals including 
man are by nature prompted to do, and therefore a cange in that. 
Nevertheless, Aristotle imolies without any question that there is 
a natural standard for positive law. But where do we find that? 

Now lets go on. 

Student: "The rules of justice based in convention and expediency 

are like standard measures. Corn and wine measures are not equal 
in all places, but are larger in wholesale and smaller in retail 
buying." 

Strauss: In other words positive law considers the individual cir¬ 

cumstances and is, therefore, necessarily variable. 

Student: "Similarly, the rules of justice ordained not by nature 

but by man are not the same in all places, since forms of govern¬ 
ments are not the same." 

Strauss: Since not even the forms of government are the same. 

Student: "Though in all places there is only one form of govern¬ 

ment that is natural, namely the best one." 

Strauss: All right. There is a single regime alone which is every¬ 
where the best by nature. Now what does he mean by that? Someone 

aave democracy as an example. Laws in a democracy differ from laws 

in an oligarchy and so on, because they are meant to support the 
democracy, and other laws are meant to support oligarchy and so on. 

So laws depend on the regime. This is a key premise of Aristotle's 

teaching. And regimes vary from place to place and also from time 
to time. So is this a complete relativism? No, Aristotle says. 
There is one regime alone the best everywhere by nature. So I be¬ 
lieve that Aristotle's doctrine of natural right can roughly be 
stated as follows tut it needs a long argument to support it: 

There is a kind of flooring, minimum requirements of society, for 
example, the worship of gods, the example here, or that citizens 
have to take responsibility for their fellow citizens who have fal¬ 
len in misfortune by serving the city, this kind of thing. There 
are some minimum conditions, the flooring, but this flooring is 
variable in many ways, because of the variety of circumstances. 

On the hand there is a ceiling. And that's the best regime, by na¬ 
ture the best. 3ut you cannot always have it. That it’s every the 
best doesn't mean that it's everywhere possible, not at all. Not 
even literally, from Aristotle's point of view the best regime 
would not be possible in intemperate climates, where it's too hot 
or too cold. In itself it deserves to be established everywhere, 

but it's not feasible. So there is in fact a very great variety 

and you cannot indicate any particular thing which is simply valid 

and yet there are clear indications by the minimum and :he maximun 

conditions. 
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Student* Is it reasonable to ask that since its changeable how can 
we know what it is? 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Student* If natural right is changeable, is it a fair question 
how is to be known since it differs from one time to another . . . 

Strauss* Sure, but you must not forget that is one imolication of 
the Aristotelian teaching regarding practical wisdom, that the ques¬ 
tion of what is just here and now must be decided by the man on the 
spot hers and now. That’s clear. But he must have standards, as 
you say. Aristotle leaves no doubt about them, but the question 
is this* The standards are there. There is a hierarchy of ends 
from Aristotle's point of view which is by nature, not in any way 
die to human arbitrary decision. But this is not sufficient for 
deciding what is to be done here and now. And the principle can 
be stated as follows. In all actions there are two considerations. 

One is the rank and the other is the urgency. In a given case the 
less high may have to be preferred to the higher because of the ur¬ 
gency. A simple examples to undergo an operation is not something 
high,, but it may be the most urgent thing in a given situation. 

To study Aristotle’s Rhetoric is something much higher than to un¬ 
dergo an operation. But in a given situation you have to sacri¬ 
fice the study of Aristotle’s Rhetoric to this undeasant necessity. 

You can say that the highest principles guiding deliberation are 
potentially in a certain tension and therefore no universal rules 
to be given. Now how far this would go into detail, into any par¬ 
ticular rule, what we call the ten commandments for example, that 
Aristotle has never discussed. Aristotle makes the general state¬ 
ment that stealing, and committing adultery, and murder, and so 
forth are always bad. And there is no question about that for all 
practical ourposes, but then there come the subtle cases. I mean, 
take an example from modern times: espionage. I think very few 
people will have the heart to say that this is a sinful act. But 
whoever says espionage is necessary and that it is just admits at 
least the necessity of deception, the moral legitimacy of deception. 
There may well be cases which are presented to us in the famous lit¬ 
erature about it in which this cannot be achieved without killing 
people. Well if you say that killing in war is not murder, but 
this is not killing in war. It is killing in peacetime. And the 
line is very hard to draw there in a given case. Adultery seems 
to be something very different. Why should this ever be defensible? 
Well I thought of a case which is not practical in our age but 
which could well be practical in former ages. If the only alterna¬ 
tive to civil war in a given situation owing to the fact that the 
reignir.s: king has no issue because of inability to generate and if 
this disaster can be avoided by his wife being induced, because he 
would never do that, being induced by a wise counselor who thinks 
of the misery, wars of York and Lancaster, ruining a country for 
a century, ... I would not have the heart to condemn that wise 
counselor and I believe, I have no evidence in Aristotle, but I 
think that’s the only interpretation compatible with this unquali¬ 
fied statement that natural riaht is changeable. What you can do 
is this. You can begin to define, to draw a line between killing 
and murder, but then the definition has xo become ever mere complicated 
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to meet all cases. And then you must still say, there may be a 
case of which I didn't think in which I would have to change it. 

That is the point. 

Studenti Then you would say that it is a rule which has to be al¬ 
tered to meet the circumstances. 

Strauss j Yes. For Aristotle, what he means by the best regime, 
the rule, those men ought to rule who are by nature best for rule 
by their justice and their intelligence. And he would make this as 
a standard in a given case. You have a regime which is not formally 
based on this principle, say oligarchy or democracy, but it is clear 
that democracy will be better the more it provides within its limits 
for this possibility. The same would be true of an oligarchy. So 
you have standards from Aristotle’s point of view, but you do not 
have inflexible standards. That is Aristotle's view. This is the 
best which has occurred to me hitherto. 

Student: In a way Aristotle would admit that you cannot make rules 

for practical application when circumstances vary. If other just 
men were there they could see that the solution arrived at was just. 
But you can't tell anybody how to (inaudible) that position or pro¬ 
vide rules to give someone a guide. 

Strauss: Exactly, and if one would go beyond what Aristotle here 

says, one would say that this is highest function of the historian 
especially, because in many cases the wisdom of such a risky deci¬ 
sion is not in a wholly novel situation. But the duty of the his¬ 
torian would be to make this distinction between a deviation from 
what is ordinarily right that is just and a deviation which is not 
just. 

Student: Do I understand that your interpretation means something 
like this. Supposing that Aristotle had been alive at the time of 
Henry VIII . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: I see, that would be a possibility, yes. It would be less 

grave than adultery, No, no, yes well according to the Biblical 
notions adultery is both ways, but not from the Greek point of view. 
It depends on the woman rather than the man. 

Student: . . . (inaudible) thought it was possible to have a 

society without religion. That would mean no sacrifice. 

Strauss: This is surely not the Aristotelian point of view. 

Student: Now this is accepted by (inaudible). 

Strauss: Well, then he deviated from Aristotle. Aristotle is per¬ 
fectly clear, When he enumerates the ingredients of a polis, divine 
worship is always one. Well, if you take very crude things, for ex¬ 
ample, there is no society possible in which there is no protection 
of the lives of the members of the society and of their property, 
even in communist societues there is some property. When you have 
gone to that store and bought a pair of shoes, that's your property. 
It can be stolen from you. And of course the honor of the family, 
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of wives, what Machiavelli calls these crude things which people 
everywhere demand: security for lofe, property, and the honor of 
their women.. These are this flooring *(?). 

Studenti Would these then replace worship? 

Strauss« Not from Aristotle's point of view. We have the expert 

on (inaudible) here. -Vould you agree with what Mr. _ says about 

him? 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss: I'm not speaking now about what he says in the (inaudible) 

Book of the Metaphysics . but divine worship practiced by the polis. 
Does (inaudible) believe that society is possible without worship? 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes, but this doesn't settle the issue, because there may 
be some other worship not so (inaudible). So at any rate I believe 
we can safely say that the case of Aristotle is different,. .Now we 
have to go on in chapter 13. He makes here first a distinction. 

This is simple to understand. A crime may be a crime against a 
fellow citizen and may be a crime against the city. Theft is a 
crime against the individual, and high treason, or desertion, is 
a crime against the city. This is clear. Now the considerations, 
then, which enter accusation-defense are two: first, injustices 
from damage done to someone else, and in order to know what a dam¬ 
age is we have to know what evils are, which has been stated in an 
earlier chapter* and the second point is that crime is an act com¬ 
mitted voluntarily and knowingly, knowing not only the law, that 
goes without saying, but knowing also the curcumstances of the case. 
It is obvious that if you cannot possibly know the circumstances 
of the case, you cannot commit a crime. If someone enters his bed¬ 
room in the night and finds a woman there and having no light, tak¬ 
ing it for granted that it is his wife, and he has intercourse with 
her, he does not commit adultery. Aristotle in his Ethics makes 
this subtle distinction, but it's very subtle. He must repent it 
when having found the facts of the case. But this is obviously not 
something which will be brought up before a law court. But still, 
this would be a case where ignorance, not of the law, but of the 
facts. And above all it must be knowingly done but intentionally 
done. Let us turn to 1373 b 38, immediately before 137^ a: 

Student: "But since a man while admitting the facts often denies 

the description in the bharee or the point on which it turns, for 
instance, admits that he took something but did not steal it, that 
he w-^s the first to strike but committed no outrage, that he had 
relations but did not commit adultery with the woman, or that he 
stole something but was not guilty of sacrilege since the object 
in question was net consecrated, or that he trespassed but not on 
public land, or that he held congress with the enemy tut was not 
guilty of treason, for this reason it will be necessary that a de¬ 
finition should be given of theft, outrage, or adultery in order 
that if we deny or prove that an offense has or has not been commit¬ 
ted we may be able to put the case in a truer light." 
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Straussi So who gives the definition? Who gives the definition 
of these things? 

Studenti The prosecutor? 

Straussi You mean the legislator? Does he necessarily do that, 
especially in older law? No. But then the orator would have to 
supply a definition sufficient for the case at hand. And on the 
highest level of course he would have to have a perfectly sufficient 
definition of that. 

Student: In the case of treason it would have to be quite specific 
because he could be thinking of someone like Themistocles for in¬ 
stance who would always make provisions with the enemy and with 
his own city. If Athens lost a war he could always go to Persia 
because he gave the king certain information . . . 

Straussi Yes, but you must also see what the situation is. Say 
Themistocles is before a law court and then there are witnesses 
who have seen him talking to the Fersians. He cannot possible 
deny it. And therefore he will say, yes I talked with them but I 
did not commit treason and then let us see whether they have any 
evidence of treason. 

Student: But it's even more subtle than that because he told them 
to come in and he gave them information and this information . . . 

Straussi In other words he deceived them. 

Studenti But this information could also have made for victory. 

It was just a matter of fortune. 

Straussi These are then very difficult borderline actions and which 
will look to a law court under one set of conditions perfectly good, 
and under another set of conditions very bad. These are very risky 
things without any question. But the principle is I believe very 
clear and we do not have to dwell on that. Now let us go on where 
we left off. 

Studenti "In all such instances the question at issue is to know 
whether the supposed offender is a wrongdoer and a worthless per¬ 
son or not; for vice and wrongdoing consist in the moral purpose 
and such terms as outrage and theft further indicate purpose, for 
if a man is struck it does not in all cases follow that he has com¬ 
mitted an outrage, but only if has struck with a certain object, 
for instance, to bring disrepute upon the other or to please him¬ 
self. Again if a man has taken something by stealth it is by no 
means certain that he has committed theft, but only if he has taken 
it to injure another or to get something for himself. It is the 
same in all other cases." 

Straussi So the decisive point is intention or purpose. Now pur¬ 
pose is also the key point in Aristotle's definition of virtue*in 
the Ethics . But there is of course a great difference because the 
intention of the moral man, the virtuous man, is not quite the 
same as the ourposes spoken of here. If it is true that a man may 



be virtuous and yet commit a crime and a man may be vicious and 
never commit a crime, then purpose as considered by the legislator 
is not the same as purpose considered from a moral point of view. 

Of course they can easily switch into each other,but it is a much 
cruder notion which is presupposed in a legal context. The examples 
I believe are clear. Is there any difficulty. Someone may have 
taken something stealthily, for example, what belonged to him, 
that's not theft. Or he may have taken something stealthily at 
the request of the owner who didn't wish other people to see that 
it could happen easily. 

Studenti Is it true that .the purpose (inaudible) the statement in 
chapter 1 that we can only talk about what is or is not (inaudible) 

Strauss: I don't remember that statement. 

Student: It's in the sixth paragraph of chapter 1, at the end of 
1354 a: "Further it is evident that the only business of the liti¬ 
gant is to prove that the fact in question is or is not so, that 
it has haopened or not." 

Strauss: Yes but these are circumstances of the facts . that he 
took away stealthily what belonged to somebody else and he took 
it away for his own benefit. This belongs to the facts. 

Studenti But how would one prove from the circumstances of the 
facts about intention, that he talks with the enemy with the inten¬ 
tion^ betraying the city? 

Strauss« Well, that is a great question, how to prove this. But 
still . . . How to find out may be complicated. But the question 
is whether it is a factual intention or not. The distinction be¬ 
tween easily knowable facts and facts which can be known only with 
difficulty is still a distinction within the realm of facts. The 
other thing is the law. Ordinarily, with a qualification which 
Aristotle mentions later, ordinarily one cannot question the law 
of course. One cannot question the definition of say theft which 
the legislator makes explicitly of implicitly. But he can only 
show that the defendant did not commit theft as defined by the leg¬ 
islator, Then he is free. There is no difficulty in that. But 
there are great ambiguities about f=cts. In every law suit this 
difficulty becomes (inaudible). 

Studenti You still maintain that it's a question of fact, whether 
he did that or not? 

Strauss: Sure. But you must not identify the distinction between 
fact and law with the distinction between fact and value. If in¬ 
tention belongs to fact and if certain kinds of intentions prove 
viciousness then viciousness is a fact. This is a vicious criminal. 
It is then a factual judgment. I read elsewhere a statement which 
illustrates this issue again. Somewhere someone said about there 
are no funny facts. There are no funny facts. I deny that. I know 
many funny facts. But it is of course a consequence of the fact- 
value distinction because "funny" is a kind of value judgment, a 
negative value judgment. Now let us go on where we left off, 1374 a 
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Student! "We have said that there are two kinds of just and unjust 
actions, for some are written and others are unwritten . . . 

Straussi Not "actions." "Things" I would translate. Leave it 
quite loose. 

Student! "and have spoken of those concerning which the laws are 
explicit. Of those that are unwritten there are two kinds." 

Straussi You see it cannot refer to unjust or just actions. There 
cannot be unwritten or written just actions. It must refer to 
things in general. Sometimes it is translated "rules of justice" 
or "principles of justice," but this is too hard and fast to speak 
of rules or principles. 

Student: "One kind arises from an excess of virtue or vice which 
is followed by praise or blame, honor or dishonor, and rewards» for 
instance, to be grateful to a benefactor, to render good for good, 
to help one’s friend, and the like." 

Straussi Yes, well where does this belong. It belongs to the un¬ 
written law. But the unwritten law, does it also belong to the na¬ 
tural law, to the common law as Aristotle calls it? 

Student! (inaudible) 

Straussi Yes, but still whether they obey it is an entirely different 
question. But whether they wouldn't admit that this is the right 
thing to do, to praise people who do these things and blame those 
who do the opposite, I believe Aristotle would have no doubt about 
that. That would then be an example of what belongs to the common 
law. Not everything unwritten is common but what is common is ne¬ 
cessarily unwritten and only by accident also written. Is this 
clear? The positive as such is written law. But the positive law 
may embody natural law. But the natural as natural law isn't 
written. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Straussi I would say, not necessarily. If this international law 
is based on treaties or agreements, then it’s positive. And if 
there are some rules for (inaudible) which are universally recog¬ 
nized by all cities or (inaudible), it could be natural. What would 
be such a thing? It’s very hard to say, given the difference be¬ 
tween Greeks and barbarians, between civilized and uncivilized 
peoples. You could say that the right to enslave natural slaves, 
and this means of course that you have to make some slavery expedi¬ 
tions, this belongs to the sphere of international law and would 
be naturally right from Aristotle's point of view. I think that 
if we can speak at all about international law there it would be 
law based on treaties, agreements, and therefore surely not natural. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes, but natural and unwritten are not identical. There 
may be unwritten customs of course which are not natural. I do 



VI, 21 


not believe that the question of international law, law between 
the cities, plays any role in Aristotle, nor for that matter in 
Plato. 

Studenti . . . (inaudible) the laws within the city as having 
to do with certain rules and that common law (inaudible). 

Straussi I do not believe that is what Aristotle means. M toios 
nomos," iiterally translated of course "private law." But it means 
private to this particular city, so it is better to translate by 
Particular." 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss: I remember that. I only mentioned the single point that 
he did not regard this Empedoclean natural right as truly natural 
right as truly natural. So there is first an unwritten law which 
is, which concerns actions so noble, an excess of virtue and of 
vice, where no punishment proper or reward proper is given but on¬ 
ly praise on the one hand and disgrace on the other. For example, 
let us take the simple case. Ingratitude is generally regarded as 
something very nasty, but it is obviously impossible to make it a 
criminal offense. Because at this very moment you can no longer 
be grateful, but you simply pay your debts and . . . (inaudible). 

And gratitude from this point of view is an excess of virtue, 
something which cannot be legally demanded, and therefore ingrati¬ 
tude an excess of vice. And (inaudible) doesn't mean that it is 
a particularly murderous action but something which is impossible 
to be reached by law proper. This is the unwritten law. This is 
one kind of the unwritten law, and the other . . . 

Studenti’ "The other kind contains what is omitted in the special 
written law." 

Straussi In the particular law, which implies already that the pre¬ 
ceding thing refers to the common law, the universal lav;, the natu¬ 
ral law. And this refers to the particular law. The particular 
written law has an essential defect, and the correction of this 
essential defect of written law is equity. So equity is for 
Aristotle nothing but that. Put more cautiously, that is the pri¬ 
mary meaning of equity for Aristotle. Now why is necessary neces¬ 
sary? 

Studenti "for that which is equitable seems to be just and equity 
is justice that goes beyond the written law. These omissions are 
sometimes involuntary, sometimes voluntary on the part of the leg¬ 
islators, involuntary when it may have escaped their notice, volun¬ 
tary when being unable to define for all cases they are obliged to 
make a universal statement which is not applicable to all but only 
to most cases, and whenever it is difficult to give a definition 
owing to the infinite number of cases as, for instance, the size 
and kind of an iron instrument used in wounding, for life would 
not be long enough to reckon all the possibilities. If then no e- 
xact definition is possible but legislation is necessary, one must 
have recourse to general terms. So that if a man wearing a ring 
lifts up his hand to strike or actually strikes, according to the 
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written law he is guilty of wrong doing, but in reality he is not, 
and this is a case for equity." 

Straussi This is clear, because he has hit a man with iron, but 
the iron was minimal and couldn't have any serious effect. I mean 
what could the legislator do? The legislator could say perhaps, 
iron of a certain weight. But then the weight must be defined again 
by the judges now because ... It becomes in this way a matter of 
equity. Now the details which follow are quite interesting. 

Student* "If then our definition of equity is correct it is easy 
to see what things and persons are equitable or not. Actions which 
should be leniently treated are cases for equity. Errors, wrong 
acts, and misfortunes must not be thought deserving of the same 
penalty. Misfortunes are all such things that are unexpected and 
not vicious. Errors are not unexpected, but are not vicious. 

Wrong acts are such as might be expected and vicious, for acts com¬ 
mitted through desire arise from vice." 

Strauss* Through desire, that must be emphasized. What is the al¬ 
ternative to actions not coming from desire? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* No, no. This is not due to anger. Anger does not prove 
viciousness or meanness. Desire would. Th^t is the point. Anger 
can be an extenuating circumstance in many cases. Desire cannot. 
There is a clear and simple case. If someone kills a man, and he 
says, yes I killed him but I did it from anger — an extenuating 
curcumstance. But if he raped a woman and he say, yes I did it but 
I did it from desire — not an extenuating circumstance. And this 
is the clearest example because the greatest crime steming from de¬ 
sire is rape, and the greatest crime stemming from anger is to kill 
someone. Now is there any other point on equity we should discuss? 
Then we will turn to the beginning of chapter 14. The next chapter 
deals with weighing what is a greater or lesser crime, a considera¬ 
tion of more or less. Hitherto he spoke only of what is a crime 
and what is not a crime. 

Student* "Wrong acts are greater in proportion to the injustice 
from which they spring. For this reason the most trifling are 
sometimes the greatest, as in the charge brought by Callistratus 
against Melanopus, that he had fraudulently kept back three conse¬ 
crated half obols from the temple builders. Whereas in the case 
of just actions, it is quite the contrary. The reason is that the 
greater potentially inheres in the less? for he who has stolen 
three consecrated half obols will commit any wrong whatever." 

Strauss* What was your difficulty? 

Student* If I understand that correctly it means that even a small 
violation of the law may . . . (inaudible)? 

Strauss* If a man is dishonest regarding trifling sums, where the 
temptation is so small, how dishonest will he be if the reward is 
Bobby Baker like? That's one point. On the other hand, it is not 
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true the other way around. If a man can "be proved to be honest re¬ 
garding trifling sums, that does not prove that he will be honest 
if (inaudible). 

Student* It's not only trifling, it's that . . . It's like steal¬ 
ing from a blind man, or something like that, 

Strauss! Yes, yes. Averroes refers to that in his commentary. 
DesDoiling a poor man is a greater crime than despoiling a rich 
one. And if he cannot abstain even in that case, what will he do 
in other cases? The other point we would have to consider is that 
the rich man is likely to be more on his guard than the poor man, 
but morally it makes it of course worse. 

Student! Better protected too by the law. 

Strauss: At least as some people say. Good. Now we come a bit 

later. Go on. 

Student! "Wrong acts are judged greater sometimes in this way, 
sometimes by the extent of the injury done." 

Strauss: You see that is obviously a very different consideration, 
from that y/here the injustice, the meanness, is greater. Now, also 
the damage/is greater, which has nothing to do with the meanness. 

Student! "A wrong act is greater when their is no adequate punish¬ 
ment for it, but all are insufficient; when there is no remedy be¬ 
cause it is difficult, if not impossible, to repair it; and when 
the person injured cannot obtain legal satisfaction since it is 
irremediable; for justice and punishment are kinds of remedy. 

And if the sufferer, having been wronged, has inflicted some ter¬ 
rible injury upon himself, the guilty person deserves greater 
punishment. Wherefore Sophocles, when pleading in behalf of 
Euctemon who had committed suicide after the outrage he had suf¬ 
fered, declared that he would not assess the punishment at less than 
the victim had assessed it for himself." 

Strauss j So here the damage . . . These are cases where the dam¬ 
age is greater and therefore the crime is greater. TKen he gives 
some other cases. 

Student! "A wrong act is also greater when it is unprecedented, 

or the first of its kind, or when committed with the aid of few 

accomDlices." 

* 

Strauss! Now why is the man who committed the crime first worse 
than (inaudible)? 

Studenti He sets a trend. 

Straussi Yes, yes. In other words, his inventiveness shows a par¬ 
ticular, of unheard of things. It is greater because it is unheard 
of. You made a remark on this case. 

Student! I just asserted that this and the ones following parallel 
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almost exactly the marks of noble action given . . . 

Straussi In other words, an unheard of noble action is also great¬ 
er than a heard of one, other things being equal. Averroes gives 
here the example of Cain, the first murderer, because all other 
murderers imitate him. That is what you have in mind. 

Student: This is probably a good practical example, after the great 
train robbery in England I was told by a postal worker on Tailroad 
mail service in this country that they were armed and were also gi¬ 
ven courses of instruction in how to use their arms. So there's 
a case where innovation set everyone to think about this. 

Strauss: Now this of course does not necessarily mean that the 
punishment will be more severe, because a certain equality of pun¬ 
ishments is generally assumed in civilized countries, But it is 
a very strong point in the speech of the accuser of course. To 
say, no one had ever thought of this particular refinement. Now 
let us read a few more points. Go on where we left off. 

Student: "and when it has been frequently committed, or when be¬ 

cause of it new prohibitions and penalties have been sought and 
found. Thus at Argos the citizen owing to whom a new law has been 
passed is punished, as well as those on whose account a new prison 
had to be built." 


Strauss: That might go a bit far but it points in the right direc¬ 
tion. The crime is greater the more brutal it is, or when it has 
been for a long time premeditated, when the recital of it inspires 
terror rather than pity." 


Strauss: Hitherto he has discussed only how to find out whether a 
crime is greater or less. This is finished at this point. And 
now he goes over to another subject, namely what an orator can do 
in order to enhance or minimize a given crime. "Trick" is of course 
an addition of the translator. Literally it translates, "the rhe¬ 
torical things” You can add any substantive you want. 


Student: "Rhetorical things of the following kind may be used: the 
statement that the accused person has swept away or violated several 
principles of justice, for instance, oaths, pledges of friendship, 
plighted words, the sanctity of marriage, for this amounts to 
heeping crime upon crime." 


Strauss* In other words, the accumulation of these crimes will be 
very impressive on the jury. 


Student: Wrong acts are greater 
where wrong doers themselves are 
witnesses; for where would a man 
a court of justice? 

Strauss; Do you get the point? 
it. 

Student: "They are also greater 


when committed m the very place 
sentenced, as is done by false 
not commit wrong if he does so is 


There is a rhetorical element in 


when accompanied by the greatest 
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disgrace, when committed against one who has been the guilty per¬ 
son's benefactorj for in that case the wrongdoer is guilty of wrong 
twice over, in that he not only does wrong but does not return good 
for good. So too again when a man offends against the unwritten 
laws of right; for there is greater merit in doing right without 
being compelled. Now the written laws involve compulsion, the un¬ 
written do not. Looked at in another way, wrongdoing is greater 
if it violates the written laws; for a man who commits wrongs that 
alarm him and involve a punishment will be ready to commit wrongs 
for which he will not be punished." 

Strauss: So here you see clearly the tricky element. It depends 
on which side you stand, whether you defend or accuse. You can 
argue both ways. And that is (inaudible). Someone raised an ob¬ 
jection to this whole slightly immoral element of it. But if you 
think what is now regarded as the duty of the defender of the crim¬ 
inal. It goes very far. He must try his best to get him free or 
a least a minimum of punishment. And he can very well be defended, 
the public prosecutor will state the case as strongly as possible 
against the defendant, and that must be balanced by an opposite 
statement of the defender, and then the jury has all the facts 
including the rhetorical embellishments on both sides. This would 
of course presuppose that the legal and rhetorical qualities of 
the two speakers is roughly equal, otherwise there might be some 
(inaudible) on this point alone. 

Student: You convinced me before, but there is a certain problem 
in what you just said and that is that you would expect it from 
men who had the reputation of public prosecutors, but you wouldn't 
expect it from a (inaudible) teacher. • That was my problem, 

Strauss: But still must you not raise the question, how is it pos¬ 
sible given the well known infirmities of human beings to have the 
maximum guarantee that justice is done. I mean the case against 
the defendant must be stated as strongly as possible in the inter¬ 
ests of the law. But it must also be stated as strongly as possible 
for the defendant lest the law might be misapplied in this case, 

I think from this point of view it is perfectly defensible. 

Student: I agree that its defensible. It's just that the conces¬ 

sion to the injustice bothered me. 

Strauss; I would say, to the infirmity of men rather than their 
injustice. And that is the same of injustice only if you think 
justice requires not to have some indulgence in making some conces¬ 
sions to human infirmities. That's a very tough view which you ar- 

fue for# 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss; That is from his poems. I do not know now from which of 
his poems. He wrote two poems, one on the nature of things and the 
other on "purifications," a moral and religious poem. I do not 
know which, but from one of the two. I suppose it is from the se¬ 
cond . 
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Studentt . . . (inaudible) not being used originally rhetorically. 

Straussi Yes, yes. Not in a forensic context, that's true. 

Student* Could you explain how Aristotle gets from equity as first 
defined as defects or omissions in the law to the broader notion 
of equity as (inaudible), 

Strauss* Where does he say this? What is the clearest passage on 
this point? 

Student* 137^ b ... 

Strauss* For example (inaudible) you would prefer arbitration to 
go before a law court. But he gives the reason in the last case. 

For the arbitrator looks for what is equitable, whereas the judge 
looks at the law, I mean, anything — let us see whether he cannot 
pursue that — a concern with justice which is not fettered by the 
letter of the law, corrects the letter of the law, and perhaps even 
disregards it. What about that? There would then be this difficulty, 
that the equitable would become identical in the highest sense with 
what is by nature right, because it would disregard law altogether. 
Equity is clearly defined as a correction of the positive law of 
this particular society. Well the word equitable and especially 
the plural was used very commonly for the decent man, the gentle¬ 
man, who were also called "kalokas-athia," the noble and good man, 
and "spoudaios," the serious man. There was a (inaudible) in any 
case, the equitable man. Now the definition of that, on could say, 
there was always a reference to law in the consideration of equit¬ 
able, which was not necessarily present in these two other consider¬ 
ations. An equitable man is a man who completes the law, i.e., who 
goes beyond the law, and this going beyond the law may very well be 
disregarding the law — in a case where the law prescribes something 
preposterous. What was your interpretation of that? You didn't 
use magnanimity in this context? 

Student: 'Well I did, but I think now that that was an error. I 
thought that overlooking a minor clause was a reflection of magnan¬ 
imity. 

Strauss* No, I do not believe that this was the point because if 
you look at the end of justice, the disregard of the petty with a 
view to the ends of justice is not quite the same as disregard of 
the petty because one thinks highly of oneself as a magnanimous man 
would. But however this may be, we must now stop. 



Lecture VII 

Aristotle’s Rhetoric , April 20, 1964 


(in progress) Studenti I would think for two reasonsi One that 
it is appealing to the higher faculty of menj the other that since 
it comes second if we start from the bottom most people do not a- 
chieve it, and therefore it is the highest part of the state, 

Straussi Well, differently stated, Aristotle is a philosopher. 

Let us never forget that. And as a ohilosopher he is very much 
concerned with what is the right kind and sufficient kind of es¬ 
tablishing something. And we are constantly exposed to insufficient 
argument, and one kind of these insufficient arguments are the rhe¬ 
torical arguments. And indeed this has to do, you stated it more 
radically, because reason as such is higher than the passions. It 
is a kind of reasoning. Now to come to some more specific points* 
You were struck by the value free or amoral treatment of torture, 
of evidence based on torture. 

Student* Torture is only one of the five that (’inaudible) immoral. 

Strauss* Yes, but on the other hand can you tell me what a con¬ 
scientious man can do in a judicial system where torture is employed 
I mean, if he would then say torture is something preposterous, ab¬ 
surd, as Aristotle surely thinks, it is absolutely impossible under 
such circumstances? 

Student* The best that one can do is to use it for one's own use, 
whichever way it goes. 

Strauss* And that's what Aristotle does. So, in other words, look 
at the situation of the pleader. He has no choice. He cannot pos¬ 
sibly attack the institution of torture when pleading before a 
court which is based on the principle of torture. Why did he not 
discuss such evidence as murder weapons, tangible things, I think 
he discussed it by implication. How does a murder weapon come up 
in a proceeding? Does it march in and say, I am the murder weapon? 

Student* It comes in by way of a witness. 

Strauss* So, the witness. Therefore, he discussed it. The murder 
weapon is not independent, I take it. Now these are only a few 
points which one should correct, but in the main it was a very good 
statement. 

Student* When you asked why the enthymeme would be the most impor¬ 
tant consideration for Aristotle, were you lumping together with 
the enthymeme the example? 

Strauss* Sure, sure. When we come to the details we will come to 
that. Now I think we have to discuss one broad subject which was 
implied in the whole first book, and that is the following thing. 

We have discussed the three kinds of rhetoric. This was obviously 
the main theme of Book One* deliberative, epideictic, and forensic. 
But in discussing each of these three kinds Aristotle has a special 
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discussion of one kind of thing — in the first case, the good 
things; in the second case, the noble things; and in the third case, 
the pleasant things. .Now how do we call these things. I said 
"things,* 4 but we can perhaps do better than that. 

Student* Values? 

Straussi Values they would be called. But I think one would have 
to be a bit more precise than that and say "kinds of values." Yes, 
one might perhaps say, the highest kinds of objects of choice. 

You find a discussion of these three things in Thomas Aquinas' 

Summa, Part I, Question 5» Article 6. Thomas refers to the author- 
ity of Ambrose, not of Aristotle. This is of course not an 
Aristotelian statement, that there are the good things, and the 
noble things, and the pleasant things (inaudible). It emerges from 
the way in which he casts his statements in the first book of the 
Rhetoric . Now, this triad is not so familiar to us. We rather 
know of the triad; the true, the good, and the beautiful. Tv»at is 
more familiar to us than this one. Now one thing must be clear. 

The good here seems to be the useful, subordinate, but this is 
by no means certain. It is, however, the way Thomas understands 
it» the useful; the noble, decent, moral; and the pleasant, I re¬ 
mind you of the passage in Hobbes' Leviathan where he discusses the 
same subject in a very different way, Chapter 6, I will read it 
to you. "The Latin tongue has two words, whose significations ap¬ 
proach to those of good and evil; but they are not precisely the 
same; and those are "pulchrum" and "torpe."Whereof the forme a sig¬ 
nifies that, which by some apparent signs promiseth good; and the 
latter which promiseth evil. But in our tongue we have not so gen¬ 
eral names to express them by. But for "pulchrum" we say in some 
things "fair"; in others "beautiful," or "handsome," or "gallant," 
or "honorable," or "comely," or "amiable"; and for "turpe," "foul," 
"deformed," "ugly," "base," "nauseous,” and the like, as the sub¬ 
ject shall require; all which words, in their proper places, signi¬ 
fy nothing else but the "mein," or countenance, that promiseth good 
and evil." This is in Greek "kalon," the noble. "So that of good 
there be three kindsi good in the promise, that is "pulchrum"; good 
in effect, as the end desired, which is called "jucundum," "pleasant," 
"delightful"; and good as the means, which is called "utile," "pro¬ 
fitable"; and as many of evil ..." So this is a restatement from 
a hedonistic point of view of the Aristotelian, Thomistic view. 

Here you have of course a"beautifulnot merely noble, but the 
beautiful as beautiful, which is not necessarily in the Aristotelian, 
Thomistic construction. This can easily be proven, (writing on 
the board)* We have "utile," "honestum," and "iucundum." Now, we 
translate it is "the useful, or profitable," always instrumental, 
always a means; "the Noble," as we say "the moral"; and "the pleasant." 
The "pulchrum," the "beautiful," is not in here, because the "pul¬ 
chrum" has not this relation to desire. "Pulchrum" is that which 
pleases merely as apprehended, the beautiful rose. The Hobbian 
scheme is this, that he omits this. It never occurred to me, but 
it's as simple as that. The honestum as honestum is out. So you 
have the utile, the pulchrum, and this is the end, the pleasant. 

And the noble, or the moral, comes in only as required for this pur¬ 
pose via his doctrine of natural right and natural wrong, as some 
of you may remember. Now but to go back to Aristotle with whom we 


pages 3-7 missing 
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its rhetorical use. Now in spite of the merely rhetorical use one 
point is clear when one reads that. To that extent his rhetorical 
use of natural law has an evident premise. Human laws are not ne¬ 
cessarily just. That is the solid starting point for the pleader 
who is dissatisfied with the ruling of the law in the case at hand. 
The rhetorical use is based on something that is not rhetorical. 

This we must not forget. Let us read then the case for the writ¬ 
ten law, arguments which have been repeated especially in the nine¬ 
teenth century in the polemics against natural law. Will you read 
that, 1375 b 13 ff* 

Student* "But if the written law favors our case, we mustn't say 
that the oath of the dicast to decide to the best of his judgment 
does not justify him in deciding contrary to the law, but is only 
intended to relieve him from the charge of perjury if he is ignorant 
of the meaning of the law. That no one should (inaudible) is that 
which is good absolutely, but that which is good for himself." 

Strauss* There must be a correspondence between the good simply, 
the natural, and the good for oneself, meaning for this particular 
community. 

Student* "That there is no difference between not using the laws 
and their not being enactedj that in the other arts there is no ad¬ 
vantage in trying to be wiser than the physician, for an error on 
his part does not do so much harm as the habit of disobeying the 
authority; that to seek to be wiser than the laws is just what is 
forbidden in the most approved laws." 

Strauss* That means Sparta, in the First Book of Thucydides when 
the Spartan King praises the Spartans because they are opposed to 
those who try to be wiser than the laws. Averroes states it as fol¬ 
lows. The natural law is not specific, lacks limitation, but the 
written law is complete. This is this kind of argument. Now in 
the sequel he comes to the question of the use of the witness. 

This we might also read. 

Student* "Witnesses are of two kinds* ancient and recent. Of the 
latter some share the risk of the trial, others are outside it. 

By ancient I mean the poets and men of repute whose judgments are 
known to all. For instance, the Athenians in the matter of Salamis 
appealed to Homer as a witness . . . 

Strauss* Homer having said somehow that Salamis belongs to Athens. t 

Student* "and recently the inhabitants of Tenedos to Periander of 
Corinth against the people of Sigeum. Cleophon also made use of 
the verse of Solon against Critias to prove that his family had 
long been notorious for licentiousness, otherwise Solon would never 
have written* 'Bid me the fair haired Critias listen to his father.' 
One should appeal to such witnesses for the past, but also to inter¬ 
preters of oracles for the future; thus, for instance, Themisticles 
interpreted the wooden wall to mean that they must fight ar sea. 
Further, as stated, are evidence. For instance, if one man advises 
another not to make a friend of an old man, he can appeal to the 
proverb ‘Never do good to an old man.* 
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Strauss* Because he cannot possibly requite you. 

Student* "And if he advises another to kill the children after 
having killed the fathers, he can say 'Foolish is he who having 
killed the father suffers the children to live.' 

Strauss* Aristotle can be as Machiavellian as Machiavelli, only 
Machiavelli cannot be Aristotelian. Honestly, //hat kinds of things 
are these which we read here, witnesses? The word is misleading 
today. To a considerable extent he is speaking, of course, of what 
we would call authorities, the use of authorities. And in this con¬ 
text naturally proverbs do, the wisdom of the ages embodied in them. 
But proverbs as such cannot settle it as Herbert Simon has noted. 
Aristotle has seen this a bit earlier. And it is possible that 
this reflection is of what Alfarabi and Maimonides say about the 
rhetorical being based on traditions, meaning on specific authori¬ 
ties. ’.Vhy Aristotle chooses these particularly obnoxious proverbs 
I do not know, but perhaps in order to draw our attention to how 
little truly authoritative they can be, and yet how powerful they 
are especially if expressed in perfect verse. Therefore in the 
Middle Ages they spoke of the poetic syllogism. The poetic syllo¬ 
gism is a syllogism, is a kind of reasoning which convinces by the 
metrical perfection of the statement. There is something to that, 

I know one beautiful case. In the Iliad somewhere, I think Hector 
says it, 'Let war be the business of the men.' (reads it in Greek). 
•Vhen you read it, since it is metrically perfect it can't be other¬ 
wise. Until Aristophanes came and played with the conceit of a city 
in which the women were in control in the Assembly of .Vomen . And 
there the verse occurs (reads in Greek) which is metrically as good 
as the first. This shows us that sometimes the mere metrical 
thing has a power of convincing. A more recent example, in one of 
President Roosevelt's campaign speeches he used the three names of 
his three opoonents. Do you know who they were? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* That has in itself a kind of (inaudible) which one can 
call poetry, or at least rhetorical. 

Student* These two proverbs,' they seem to be quite different in 
his choice. One is logical and one seems to be illogical, no sense 
to it. 'Never do good to an old man,' it had no reason to it, where¬ 
as the other one of course is quite pragmatic. 

Strauss* But the other doesn't state the reason either. You have 
to (inaudible) the reason. He is a fool who after having killed 
the father leaves the sons. 

Student* But that’s pragmatic. . . 

Strauss* But you still have to spell it out to make it quite clear, 
because the sons are likely to avenge the father. Similarly, 'never 

do good to an old man', the reason is not given. You must make it 

clear, because he is not likely to be in a position to pay back the 

benefit you bestowed on him. He will be dead before. But they are 

both life's (?) maxims without any question. 
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Studenti Wouldn't ancient witnesses be used before deliberative 
rhetoric as well as forensic rhetoric? 

Straussi Yes, but this I believe is not excluded, is it, although 
Aristotle should have said so? But still, witnesses are necessary 
in forensic rhetoric, and then since he brings up witnesses in the 
narrow sense he enlarges the issue and speaks of witnesses in general» 
also of the ancient witnesses. And then of course we see that they 
will be used in epideictic rhetoric, and naturally they will also be 
used . . . the example of Themistocles is obviously taken from deli¬ 
berative rhetoric, the context of deliberative rhetoric. 

Studenti Why does Aristotle just quote poets and statesmen, and 
no philosophers? 

Straussi Well, where does he mention it? A good question, but you 
should be in a position to answer it. 

Studenti Well actually the philosophers and the statesmen were one 
and the same for Aristotle, like Solon who was a wise man and also 
a statesman. Wasn't he? 

Strauss! No, that is very un-Aristotelian. Solon was not a philoso¬ 
pher from Aristotle's point of view under no circumstances, unless 
he uses the word "philosopher" in the loose, popular sense. 

Studenti Philosophers have no authority. 

Straussj Sure. There is somewhere the passage, we haven't discussed 
it, where he says one must always praise properly (?), for example, 
when one speaks to Spartans. What was the other example? 

Students (inaudible) 

Straussi The savasres or barbarians from the north. And then the 
third he says, not the Athenians but philosophers to indicate a pro¬ 
blem. The Athenians are, of course, not philosophers, but there 

are philosophers in Athens. No, what Mr. _ said is, I think, the 

only possible exDlanation. Now the next point which he discusses 
then are the ordinary witnesses. We will not read that. In this 
passage, 136? a 33* at the end of the section, this reminds me of 
an extreme statement (inaudible) occurred in a comedy, that a man 
who can win is a true rhetorician. He can win even if he has not 
a single witness on his side as well as if he had a thousand witnesses 
— that is a true rhetorician. Good. Then we come to contracts 
where Aristotle says that the situation is fundamentally the same 
as that in the case of laws. And this confirms only what we said 
about the use of the natural law or the written law. I mean taking 
the contract as a kind of written law, as Aristotle says, we insist 
on the sacredness of the contract when it is useful for us, and we 
treat it from a natural law point of view when it is not good for 
us. This is a purely pragmatic use of natural law with rhetoric. 

The contract is a kind of law. The law itself is a contract, as is 
here asserted 1376 b 7-10. The same passage occurs in the Politics 
somewhere in the Third Book. But there it says, the (inaudible) 
says law is a contract, which amounts to a rejection by Aristotle 
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of this view. But in the Rhetoric it's all right. It's good enough 
as a popular argument. Which contract to choose in case of conflict 
depends entirely- on what is useful for . . . Yes, hut where does 
the morality of that pleader come in, if he is so unscrupulous. He 
defends a man of whom he is certain he is innocent. If this is so, 
think of that famous representative of integrity, Perry Mason. He 
defends people who seem to be absolutely guilty and he knows they 
are innocent. Therefore, if he commits all kinds of irregularities 
like breaking and entering, and so forth, he has this . . . This 
is what, I think, Aristotle has in mind. He cannot help if his 
means will also be used by unscrupulous rhetoricians. That is pos¬ 
sible in every art. That's the famous thing with boxing, remember 
from the Gorgias . The boxing teacher teaches an art which can of 
course be misused. But this doesn't mean that the art of boxing 
isn't a legitimate art. The same is true of rhetoric. But it can 
be used even in its immoralities, or quasi-immoralities, by just 
men. The same appears also in the use of oaths, which has also its 
exhilarating side. Let us read that, at the end of the Book, 1377 
b 3r 

Student* "As to oaths four divisions may be madej for either we 
tender an oath and accept it, or we do neither, or one without the 
other, and in the last case we either tender and do not accept, or 
accept and do not tender. Besides this, one may consider whether 
the oath has already been taken by us or by the other party. If 
you do not tender the oath to the adversary, it is because men 
readily perjure themselves, and because after he has taken the oath 
he will refuse to repay the miney. While if he does not take the 
oath you think that the dicast will condemn him and also because 
the risk incurred leaving the decision to the dicast is preferable, 
for you have confidence in them but not in your adversary. If you 
refuse to take the oath yourself you may argue that the oath is only 
taken with a view to money, that if you had been a scoundrel you 
would have taken it at once, for it is better to be a scoundrel for 
something than for nothing." 

Strauss* You get here a notion of it, but let us turn to . . . 

Student* Now, since we have shown how we must deal with each case 
individually it is clear how we must deal with them when taken taken 
two and two, for instance, if we wish to take the oath but not to 
tender it, to tender it but not to take it, to accept and take it, 
or to do neither the one or the other. For such cases and similarly 
the arguments must be a combination of those already mentioned. 

And if we have already taken an oath which contradicts the present 
one we may argue that it is not perjurys for whereas wrongdoing is 
voluntary and perjury is wrongdoing, what is done in error or under 
compulsion is involuntary. Here we must draw the conclusion that 
perjury consists in the intention, not in what is said." 

Strauss* In other words, he said the wrong thing, but he did not 
commit perjury, just as in the other cases he took away secretly 
but he did not steal. You remember that. 


Student* "But if the onponent has taken such an oath, we may say 
that one who dees not abide by what he has sworn subverts everything* 
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for this is the reason why the dicasts take an oath before applying 
the laws," 

Straussi Well, it's only another illustration of this great free¬ 
wheeling character of the pleader, but which is then justified , . . 
Take the simple case, torture • is a good example of that because 
no one can deny that if torture is an accepted practice then the 
most conscientious pleader must favor that, and must argue on the 
basis of that, and similarly in the case of the other things. This 
is one of the complexities of human life which we cannot help being 
amused by, but if you are caught in these things they are not so 
laughable. Now we turn now to Book Two where Aristotle makes the 
general point, the speaker must make himself and the audience human 
beings of a certain kind. Now the disposition of the speaker is 
most important in deliberative speech and of the audience in foren¬ 
sic speech, Why? 'Why is the disposition of the audience, of the 
speaker most important in deliberative speech? 

Studenti Well because deliberative pertains to the future and that 
element of trust in the speaker's character is much more important 
than in forensic rhetoric, 

Strauss* So the authority of the adviser is greater than that of 
the pleader. In forensic speech the speaker is. much less important, 
but everything depends surely on the mood of the jury, and therefore 
the emphasis is on them. Nov; the points to be considered are . . . 
The ethos of the speaker consists of three elements* practical wis¬ 
dom, virtue, and benevolence. It is clear if he doesn't show him¬ 
self to be a man of practical wisdom, that speaks against his ad¬ 
vice. If he shows himself an untrustworthy character, think of 
Alcibiades, it speaks against him. But if both shows himself clearly 
to be very intelligent and very virtuous but not benevolent, say 
coming from an enemy city or being not a democrat and speaking for 
the demos, this has to do with benevolence. There is a parallel 
to that in Plato's Gorgias . ^87 a, where Socrates claims to be im¬ 
pressed by what Callicles tells him because Callicles has the three 
qualities required. Do you remember what they were? 

Student* Good will, frankness, and a good education, therefore in¬ 
telligence. 

Strauss* Very good. Yes, intelligence corresponds to practical 
wisdom, benevolence, and frankness. Frankness is not mentioned 
here. Why not? And Socrates doesn’t mention virtue. Otherwise 
it's the same thing. I think it is because virtue takes the place 
of frankness. The virtue of which Aristotle speaks takes the place 
of the frankness of which Socrates speaks. There is some evi¬ 
dence for that in 1378 a 11-12: 

Student* "for either through want of sense they form incorrect opin¬ 
ions, or if their opinions are correct through viciousness they do 
not say what they think." 

Strauss* Yes, they do not say what they think. That is a dishon¬ 
esty, a lack of virtue. Not to say what one thinks, this is part 
of injustice, as Aristotle suggests in the Topics somewhere. This 
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explains incidentally a difficulty in the First Book of Plato's 
Republic which I have never understood before. When Socrates says 
to Thrasymachus, you must say what you- think,-and a few pages la¬ 
ter Socrates says it doesn't make any difference whether you think 
it or not. Thrasymachus says does it make any difference whether 
I think it or not (inaudible) discusses this by itself, and so ac¬ 
cepts it then. Now this has to do with the question of justice. 

To say what one thinks is just and to say something that one does 
not think is in a way unjust. This only in passing. But the key 
point is since we know already, or are supposed to know, what vir¬ 
tue is, the excellence by which a man establishes authority, we have 
to consider the other thing, passion or emotion, especially with a 
view to the jury. 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Straussi 1378 a 19ff* 

Studenti "The emotions are all those affections which cause men 
to change their opinion in regard to their judgments and are accom¬ 
panied by pleasure and pain." 

Straussi (inaudible) opinions are those by which men changing dif¬ 
fer from what they were before in regard to their judgments, and 
then there are those affections which are followed by pain and plea¬ 
sure. And then he gives a few examples to make this clear. So 
there must be a change. They are productive of changes. And it 
must be followed by pleasure and pain. Now the orator must produce 
these chanees in the audience. We know that. And the first sub¬ 
ject Aristotle takes up is anger, quite naturally because this is 
the most visible thing going on in assemblies and the most dangerous 
for (inaudible) ways to fight against it. The word orc«*= , anger, 

is used for example by Thucydides frequently in the sense of passion¬ 
ate altogether without having anger in particular in mind. But be¬ 
cause of the kinship, when you speak of an excited multitude it is 
most likely to be anger. Think of demonstrations and such. The 
key point in the definition of anger is what? 

Studenti Slighting. 

Straussi Slighting. Not merely hurt, this is implied of course, 
that leads to a difficulty, doesn't it? 

Student* The diffulty would be what's the difference between slisht 
and hurt. 

Straussi Well hurt, for example, is when someone cheats you of money. 
You are hurt, or if he does something else. He doesn't slight you. 

If he spits in your face, that is slighting you. Or if he doesn't 
say hello when you say hello to him. There can be greater cases, 
but you can be hurt by a man without being slighted by him. I mean 
that is already (inaudible), that you say, he cheated me, he regarded 
me as a sucker, a fool. But then you make a little psychology! He 
didn't think of you as a sucker, a fool, he merely wanted your money, 
Are not such cases possible? I mean one must be very self-conscious 
if one says, he regards me as a sucker. One can be hurt in many 
ways without being slighted. To say nothing of the fact that when 
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you are hurt by some inanimate thing, you cannot possibly speak of 
slisht. In many cases someone hits you by accident, J*e hurts you, 
might even blind you or kill you, and yet cannot possibly call it 
slight. So there is a difference between hurt and slight, What 
they now call the ego is not necessarily affected by hurt, but it 
is necessarily affected by slight. Is that clear? Good, but there 
is a difficulty connected with that. Now there are a few difficult 
passages. Let us see, after the quotation from Homer at the begin¬ 
ning of chapter 2 a 

Studenti "Slighting is an actualization of opinion in regard to 
something which appears valueless," 

Strauss a Actualization of opinion, literally an actuality, energeia, 
of opinion. What does this mean? You have an opinion about the 
valueless of a thing or a man but it does not become actual . , , 

You can regard someone or something as utterly irrelevant and'indif¬ 
ferent to it, but it doesn't become a theme. Doesn't that happen 
all the time when we pass by people, don't pay any attention. The 
doxa, the opinion, is not actual, is potential. But if the potent¬ 
iality is actualized we say, yes I regard him as irrelevant, imma¬ 
terial, worthless, then it becomes a slight. So without this ac¬ 
tualization no slight takes place. No one is hurt, unless he is 
crazy, if all the people whom he meets say on State Street downtown 

do not pay any attention to him. I'm sure there are people who are 

hurt by that but we can dismiss them as nuts. Good, Then he dis¬ 
cusses ir. the immediate sequel the three kinds of slight« contempt, 
soite, and outrage. Is the distinction clear? Let us read it. 

Studenti "There are three kinds of slight» disdain, spitefulness, 
and insult; for he who disdains slights since men disdain those 
which they consider valueless and slight what is of no account. 

And a spiteful man appears to show disdain; for spitefulness con¬ 
sists in placing obstacles in the way of another's wishes not in 
order that any advantage may accrue to him who spites but to pre¬ 
vent any accruing to the other. Since then he does not act in this 
manner from self-interest, it is a slight; for it is evidence that 

he has no idea that the other is likely to hurt him, for in that 

case he would be afraid of him instead of slighting him, nor that 
he would be of any use to him worth speaking of, for in that case 
his thought would be how to become his friend. Similarly, he who 
insults another also slights him." 

Straussi Yes, the Greek word for insult is , which has 

more implication than insult has. Insolent pride would come some¬ 
what nearer. 

Studenti "for insult consists in causing injury or annoyance where¬ 
by the sufferer is disgraced, not to obtain any other advantage 
for oneself besides the performance of the act but for one's own 
pleasure; for retaliation is not insult but punishment. The cause 
of the pleasure felt by those who insult is the idea that in ill- 
treating others they are more fully showing superiority. That is 
why the young and the wealthy are given to insults; for they think 
that in committing them they are showing their superiority," 
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Strauss: Let us stop here. So this is in ascending order, isn't 
it, contempt, spite, insult. But one can, of course, raise this 
question. Is this in every respect an ascending order, generally 
speaking, of course, but is not contempt more insulting from ano¬ 
ther point of view than spite and insult? The trouble which the 
spiteful man and the insulter takes is a kind of concern and a kind 
of refutation of this contempt, is it not? If he were truly (inau¬ 
dible? he wouldn't go to the trouble of the spiteful or insulting 
action. From this point of view, contempt is much worse than the 
two others. But this of course is not recognized by any legal code 
quite rationally, because contempt cannot be a punishable crime, 
can never be. 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss: There are ways in which people feel that, and these are 

the real insults. 

Student: Isn't that some sort of an insult? 

Strauss: Well not quite, it surely is nothing which could ever be 
brought home before a court of law, never. And therefore from this 
point of view it is of course the lowest, the weakest, because it 
cannot be proven. A man can look at another man when he makes a 
certain statement which can much more expressive of contempt than 
if he spits into his face. But this look, which doesn't have to 
be a so-called dirty look, can never be brought home. Now the dif¬ 
ficulty of this discussion appears from the sequel, 1379 a 10. Let 
us read that. 

Student: "It is now evident from these considerations what is the 

disposition of those who are angry, with whom they are angry, and 
f®r what reason. Men are angry when they are pained, because one 
who is pained aims at something. If then anyone directly opposes 
him in anything as, for instance, prevents him from drinking when 
thirsty or not directly but seems to be doing the same, and if any¬ 
one goes against him, or refuses to assist him, or troubles him in 
any other way, when he is in this frame of mind he is angry with 
all such persons. Wherefore the sick, the necessitous, those at 
war, the love sick, the thirsty — in a word, all who desire some¬ 
thing and cannot obtain it — are prone to anger, and are easily 
excited, especially against those who make light of their present 
condition. For instance, the sick man is easily provoked in regard 
to his illness, the necessitous in regard to his property, the war¬ 
rior in regard to warlike affairs, the lover in regard to love af¬ 
fairs, and so with all the rest; for the passion present in his 
mind in each case paves the way for his anger." 

Strauss: What is a passion present in each way? Give one example. 
Student: Desire? 

Strauss: Yes, desire. So this is a very important discussion here. 
Anger is necessarily founded on desire, It is always secondary. 

Now this is the basis of the famous discussion of spiritedness, 
which is the Platonic term for anger in the Republic, but Plato 
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(inaudible) that spiritedness is higher than desire because it is 
founded on desire. That's of course a spurious argument, as this 
whole argument is. Aristotle surely does not mean that anger is 
higher. The Platonic argument by the way is this, that anger is 
compatible with authority, whereas desire is not. But we cannot 
go into this question. So we are angry whenever we are thwarted 
in the fulfillment of our desires. This underlies the traditional 
distinction between the concupiscible part of the soul, the concu- 
piscible, and the irascible. The concupiscible is desire. That 
comes always first. But if the fulfillment of the desire encounters 
resistance then anger and its kin arise. It's always derivative. 

That is developed, for example,in the Summa . 

Student! What happens when slight isn’t involved? You gave the 
example . . . 

Straussi That is a point I was going to make. That's a difficulty. 

So if this is so, then slight is not necessary. And - do we not have 
many cases where people because they are hurt but not slighted get 
angry? For example, someone doesn't get something but his competi¬ 
tor gets it. He doesn't have any thought of being slighted. For 
example, it could be a roulette of sorts so there would be no 
slighting. But he didn't get it. He gets angry. The reduction 
of anger to slight is too narrow. And Aristotle knows this as we 
shall see. 

Studenti Miaht not one be slighted by providence? 

Straussi That is a very good point. That is a possibility. We 
will come to that. But not by providence, by chance. That could 
very well be the case. Sure* 

Studenti Doesn't he attempt to take care of this partially by say¬ 
ing that it's not necessarily a slight but a comprehended slight? 

Straussi No, I believe that Aristotle admits this point, that anger 
is aroused by simple hurts. And I will give you some proof. Is 
anger limited to the human being? •Aristotle himself refers to an¬ 
gry dogs. Now slight is something of which only human beings are 
capable, a sense of slight. I also like dogs, that is not the point, 
but we must not make them entirely human. You know, you see jealousy, 
repentence, and all these things you can easily believe you can find 
in dogs, but this is not the reason at all. I mean as though dog- 
lovers were (inaudible). I mean they do not strictly repent if they 
make this beautiful gesture, or they are not truly jealous although 
we believe they are. They do not smile as some people say, although 
when you see a puppy clay you can't help believing that he is smil¬ 
ing. But he doesn't smile. Because he is not a rational animal. 

Dogs are angry, but they do not feel slight. And so anger is really 
a broader phenomenon. Aristotle admits it. We have only to read 
in the immediate sequel and then we will find it. 

Studenti "Again men are angry when the event is contrary . . . 

Straussi I'm sorry, no. Men are angry when they desire and do not 
get what they desire, especially against those who slight the pre¬ 
sent predicament, the present concern. A bit before, when he gives 
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the examples of the sick man, the poor, the lovers, the thirsty, 
and altogether who are in a state of desire . . . 

Studenti "Wherefore men are angry when they are pained because one 
who is pained aims at something. Wherefore the sick, the necessi¬ 
tous, those at war, the love sick, the thirsty, in a word all who 
desire something and cannot obtain it are prone to anger and easily 
excited especially against . . . 

Straussi "the highest degree," more literally translated, i.e., 
slight is more anger provoking than hurt, but hurt is also anger 
provoking. That is what Aristotle means. And then in the immediate 
sequel we come to the point which our Canadian friend made, I still 
a problem with your name although Aristotle says it is a sign of 
slight not to remember names, but you know it is not a sign of 
slight but because of the difficulty. Now, read the sequel. 

Studenti "Again men are angry when the event is contrary to their 
exoectations." 

Straussi Yes, but here (inaudible) is involved. When the opposite 
takes dace, happens, there can be anger against (inaudible), and 
therefore even against God. Curse God and thy, say Job's wife. 

Yes, a little bit later before 1379 b* when he speaks of the serious 
people. What is that? 

Student: But these acts must be of such kind that they are neither 
retaliatory nor advantageous to those who commit them,for if they 
are they will then appear due to gratuitous insult. And men are 
angry with those who (inaudible) or despise things which they them¬ 
selves of the greatest importance. For instance, if a man speaks 
contemptuously of philosophy or of personal beauty in the presence 
of those who pride themseives upon them, and so in all other cases. 

But they are far more angry if they suspect that they do not possess 
these qualities either not at all or not to any great extent, or 
when others do not think they possess them; for when they feel strong¬ 
ly that they do possess those qualities which are the subject of 
mockery they pay no heed to it." 

Strauss: Is not that very wise, what he said? Now b 7, a bit later; 

Student: "And with those who do not return their kindness not re¬ 
quite them in full, and with those who oppose them if they are in¬ 
feriors; for all such appear to treat them with contempt, the lat¬ 
ter as if they regarded them as inferiors, the former as if they 
had received kindnesses from inferiors." 

Strauss: So in other words in the case of inferiors people get 
more angry than equals or superiors. That is also part of the pic¬ 
ture. The only thing which is a bit difficult for me here in this 
enumeration is when he says, in 1379 b 20, people are angry at the 
bringers of bad news because they think these bringers do not worry 
about their hurting us, their paining us. I do not know whether 
Aristotle is right on this particular point. I believe it is a kind 
of simple association. I mean we are really angry at the bad news 
and the bringer has to suffer for it. It is not necessary that it 
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have this implication. 

Student* Maybe it's something like blaming the weather forecaster 
for the weather. 

Strauss: Yes, something like this. 

Student: It seems to me he implies something more, not just that 

someone brings the bad news but that it would be all right if some¬ 
one brought the bad news and then offered sufficient respect, or 
condolences . . . 

Strauss: But it won't help. There are so many scenes in tragedies 
or in histories where very humble servants bring this bad news and 
suffer for it. 

Student* Later on he makes use of an episode in Antigone when one 
of the soldiers brings news to Creon that Antigone has buried her 
brother against the king's wishes, and before the messenger even 
gives the information he first of all starts telling Creon that he's 
not g bad fellow, that he's doing this against his will, that he 
didn t want to bring the news, he wanted to run away. He diverts 
him about ten minutes before he finally tells him. 

Strauss* Yes, this was an awareness of this fact. He was a shrewd 
fellow. Now the difficulty here in this discussion is this. When 
he speaks about the disposition men are in when they become angry, 
there is no emphasis on slight. 3ut when he speaks of the man at 
whom they are angry the emphasis is altogether on slight. Did I 
make the difficulty clear? In the first enumeration, 1379 a 11-29, 
no emphasis on slight or contempt; in 1379 a 30 - b 37f emphasis 
on slight. Why? I believe he had an answer in 1380 a 2-5» if you'll 
read that. 

Student* "It is evident,then, that it will be necessary for the 
speaker by his eloquence to put the hearers in T -o the frame of mind 
of those who are inclined to anger and to show that his opponents 
are responsible for things which rouse men to anger and are people 
of the kind with whom men are angry." 

Strauss* Yes, now I think that is the answer. If you wish to make 
your audience truly angry you must show that the defendant or the 
opposed party, domestic or foreign, not only thwarted you but slighted 
you. Therefore the emphasis is on slight. A good example is, I 
think, Cleon's speech in Thucydides, Book Three, chapter 39» sec¬ 
tions ^ and 5. When Thucydides argues against the mT-n-crvin/vs 
who had deserted Athens, the Athenians wanted to kill the whole 
male adult population, Cleon was in favor of that measure. He 
brings in the subject of the hubris of the , not 

merely that they damaged the Athenians but that they insulted them. 

I believe that is what (inaudible) generally do, because the other 
(inaudible) if they only took care of their interests and this hurts 
your interest, that's too bad. That does not make you angry. But 
if you are told, they wanted to hurt us, then you get angry. That 
explains why from a theoretical point of view anger is not limited 
to slights, but the rhetorically interesting kind of anger is that 



VII, 19 


which is aroused by slight. 

Studenti Is the reference to which you just referred in Thucydides 
have anything to do with Aristotle's example of the individuals who 
are being angered and directed on page 173* He says the angered 
man must always be angry with a particular individual. 

Straussi Some indivual. But individual does not necessarily mean 
Cleon or whoever it might be. It may also mean an individual city. 

For Aristotle, obviously, you can be angry at a nation in war. 
Aristotle means individual as something named, with a proper name, 
whether an individual or a group of men. You are not angry at a 
kind of thing. This will become clear when he discusses hatred. 

There, he contends, we may hate kinds. For example, a woman hater, 
a man is not angry at woman, he may be angry at this or that woman, 
but he may hate woman. And the case of the digs who are said to be 
angry at mailmen, not at this or that mailman, would of course show 
us a lower level of doggish anger. So let us keep this in mind. 
Aristotle uses frequently (inaudible), expresses himself very lacon¬ 
ically. This is by the way a question, since I mentioned Thucydides, 

I believe he is never mentioned by Aristotle, (checking the index) 

No,he is never mentioned. Aristotle must have had quite a few exam¬ 
ples from orators and from historians and from poets for all of 
these points, but he gives an example in only a very few cases. 

This is a question which would deserve some study, but we cannot 
go into that. One would have to know much more than we do. 

Studenti You posed a paradox at the end of the last meeting. You 
said that (inaudible) would permit something which is a crime based 
on desire even though the ultimate end of a crime committed on de¬ 
sire is only (inaudible), and that if one committed a crime out of 
anger even though the ultimate end of that crime is murder . . . 

Strauss: If the end was murder then the anger was only played. I 

have no doubt that clever people can pretend to be angry without 
being angry. No, you misunderstood me, I said this. What is the 
greatest crime coming from anger ordinarily speaking of course, 
not taking farfetched cases? 

Student: Manslaughter. 

Strauss* Yes, the killing of a man. What is the greatest crime 
coming from desire? Rape. Now if you look at it practically, how 
it happens in real life', if a man pleads before a court that he 
killed a man in anger, extenuating circumstances? if he is accused 
of rape and he says,yes I committed the crime but I did it out of 
lust, he will get a contempt of court in addition. So this shows 
that desire is not an extenuating circumstance. And one can infer 
from this that anger is nobler than t lust. And one can give additional 
evidence. An authority, whether it's a father or teacher or what¬ 
ever, does not lose his authority by the mere fact of anger. He 
may lose it if it's foolish anger. But think of Moses angrily des¬ 
troying the tablets. Does this take away anything of his impressive¬ 
ness? No. But if a man in authority shows himself in a state of 
lust, he will lose something of his authority. These are the em¬ 
pirical bases for Plato's sweeping assertion that spiritedness is 
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higher than desire, which, however, if you so into it and analyze 
it properly you will see it's not true universally stated but there 
is some element of truth as is shown by these examples. 

Studenti The reason I asked this is because when we see today that 
anger is based or founded on desire, I wonder if that doesn't . , , 

Straussi Yes, this creates a certain difficulty, but this is exact¬ 
ly what Plato does not bring out in the Republic . Plato's argument 
runs roughly this way, that is of course implied also here, slight. 

In one of the passages which we have not read Aristotle says that 
we are not angry if we know that we deserve that evil inflicted on 
us. He gives the example of the slave. The slave is to be whipped. 
But the wise master will tell him first that he deserves to be whip¬ 
ped, and explain it to him. And if the slave is satisfied he will 
not get angry at the master, at least hopefully. Good, So we are 
angry only if we believe to be in the right, if we believe to have 
been hurt wrongly. It's not universally true, but there is an ele¬ 
ment of truth. If you . , , 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss* Oh no, a low man surely not, but tolerably decent mon get 
angry when they have the feeling that some harm has been done to 
them. I mean not mere hurt, but some wrong. Therefore, anger im¬ 
plies a sense of right. Desire does not imply a sense of right. 
Therefore anger is higher (inaudible). So there is something to 
that. Anger is a more respectable passion than mere desire, espec¬ 
ially the bodily desires. And therefore Plato can build up his 
beautiful conception in the Republic . but it is nevertheless a ques¬ 
tionable thing. And the simple sign of this is that in the highest 
case it makes sense, and it is even necessary, to speak of a desire 
for knowledge — both Aristotelian and Platonic. But anger does 
not enter here. To the extent to which a man gets angry in a theore¬ 
tical discussion he disqualifies himself, which doesn't mean that 
it can always be helped. There may be a high degree of stupidity, 
which is fo course the least (inaudible), or there may be a very 
perverse assertion, but strictly speaking we must not get angry. 

Good. Now a few words about the last chapter of today's assignment, 
chapter 3t where Aristotle deals with the mitigation of anger, pro¬ 
ducing gentleness, mildness. Now in the Ethics mildness is treated 
as a virtue. Here it is treated in the context of passions. V/hether 
it is truly a passion according to what Aristotle says here is hard 
to say, but the main point is unimportant to the rhetorician. This 
is too subtle for him. It is enough that he is constantly confront¬ 
ed with the necessity of appeasing an angry audience in a delibera¬ 
tive or judicial assembly. Now what has to be done in this respect 
is in a way simple to say because if you know what makes men angry 
you know also what takes away that anger. A few passages we might 
read, about the dogs we must read. Aristotle says so little about 
man's best friend that we must read it, 1380 a 22. 

Student* "Even the behavior of dogs proves that anger ceases to¬ 
wards those who humble themselves, for they do not bite those who 
sit down." 
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Strauss* They cease to be angry if a man shows fear of them. That 
is Aristotle's (inaudible). I can easily see how he comes to that 
but 1 wonder whether it is right, whether (inaudible-* the man now 
admits the dog's superiority. That such cases occur is quite ob¬ 
vious. I remember ,a very touah old dog. When we as children went 
to school we had to go around, but when we came to this house we 
walked very (inaudible). I think this shows how little has changed 
in this respect, but it does not necessarily prove that Aristotle 
is right. A little bit before Aristotle speaks of those who are 
angry, what we do when we are angry at a slave. 

Student* "Evidence of this may be seen in the punishment of slaves* 
for we punish more severly those who contradict us and deny their, 
offense, but cease to be angry with those who admit that they are 
justly punished. The reason is that to deny what is evident is dis¬ 
respect and disrespecx is slight and contempt. Anyhow we show no 
respect for those for whom we entertain a profound contempt." 

Strauss* Yes, but this is of course here a difficulty, is it not, 
that those angry at a slave do not despise the slave. That cannot 
go together. Those angry at the slave do not despise the slave. 
They take him seriously. Yes, but if you think of Aristotle's 
great-souled man, the magnanimous man, the truly superior man, could 
he be truly angry because he despises almost everything? That's 
another point. On yes, the passage which I had in mind occurs here 
in 1380 b 16-18. 

Student* "And if they think that they themselves are wrong and de¬ 
serve what they suffer* for anger is not aroused against what is 
just* they no longer think that they are being treated otherwise 
than they should be which, as we have said, is the essence of an- 


Strauss* Yes, you see that's it. Therefore t that there is a sense 
of right is implied, or may be implied, that s a correction for 
your sake, in anger, and more necessarily than in the case of desire. 
That is a kind of superiority. There are also some nice cases of 
the irrationality of how men get rid of their anger in b 14-15, 
shortly before what you just read. When the man at whom they are 
angry has suffered even greater than they wanted to inflict upon 
him. They wanted only to beat him, but then he became blind. Then 
the anger ceases, at least ordinarily. There is another example 
also later. For example, men are not angry at people who are dead, 
because they have suffered the extreme, and in addition they can 
never get at them any more and the satisfaction of anger being im¬ 
possible the anger atrophies or ceases. 

Student* That last definition of anger, (inaudible) to be treated 
otherwise than one expects. That's very general isn’t it. Because 
that would suggest that anger would be a reaction to any unjust 
treatment . , . (inaudible). You are treated otherwise than you 
expect when you are robbed. ’Why? Someone wanted your money, nothing 
more. 

Strauss: That depends. You see, Aristotle says anger is necessarily 
preceded by desire. Now which desire precedes our being slighted 
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and our feeling of being slighted and therefore getting angry? Our 
desire to be recognized as something very important, I suppose. 

And then of course the more a man has this desire, the more inflated 
he is, the more does he have a chance of getting angry. At least 
if he has no means of enforcing it, of enforcing his own estimate 
of himself on others by having power, for then he can counteract 
it. 


» Yoc, X jus+ that thic definition wac broader than 

slight, that slight need not be included in that definition, that 
it merely meant that you were treated otherwise than you were expec¬ 
ted to be. We expect to be treated justly. We can be treated un¬ 
justly without being slighted. 


Strauss j Yes, but the broadest definition which Aristotle gives 
is that anger arises when we are thwarted, and this thwarting may 

tako tho form of* cliah*tin£5 whoro our ootimato of* curaolf io thwart¬ 
ed or it may be when our desire for an apple is thwarted. Another 
fellow gets it first. 


Studenti 
Strauss» 
Studenti 


(inaudiblo) 

Sure, but this creates a certain difficulty, doesn't it? 
You mean you shouldn't get angry at someone . . . 


Strauss» Yes, sure. In other words by being angry at him you pay 
an attention to him which is not easily compatible with your alleged 
superiority. Sure we get angry, but take the other case. We get 
angry when we hurt our (inaudible). Have you never had this exper¬ 
ience? Good. This is by the way another sign why anger is higher 
than desire. When we make this experience, we hurt our leg here 
(apparently indicating the table's leg), we treat that leg as an 
animate being which wants to hurt us. We personify it. And this 
is, I believe, another point why anger can be said to be higher than 
desire. This poetic element is absent from desire. You can desire 
an apple without making any personification of that. That's all for 
this time. 



Lecture VIII 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , April 22, 1964 


Straussi Now I turn to the subject of today. What you said about 
the Ethics and the Rhetoric in the treatment of the moral phenomena 
is (£31 course quite correct, but it has an important implication. 

In the Ethics Aristotle is concerned with the virtues and vices, 
and above all with the virtues. The seamy side of man does not 
come out clearly in the Ethics, and since the seamy side is politi¬ 
cally very important the student of politics has to learn quite a 
few things, not only (inaudible). This is a side we must never for¬ 
get. Now to come to a special point. H t how to trans¬ 

late that. Well I think some light is thrown on this if one consi¬ 
ders that it is the opposite of compulsion. What you do under com¬ 
pulsion is not a gracious act. At the beginning of Thucydides when 
he speaks of the Trojan War he says the Greek princes did not go 
against Troy out of graciousness, but from compulsion, because 
Agamennon was so strong. In Xenophon's Hiero I observed that in 
the first part in which the author discusses tyranny at its worst 
I think the proportion of compulsion and grace is roughly sixteen 
to four, and when tyranny is brought up to its best it's equal, 
there is ajs much grace as there is compulsion. This may also be 
(inaudible). When you say that in the discussion of shame and dis¬ 
grace he mentions first throwing away one's (inaudible), and you 
reminded us of Hobbes. But Hobbes is in entire agreement with that. 
You know that. 

Student* He says it's disgraceful, not unjust but disgraceful. 

cO 

Strauss* I see, and I agree, only Aristotle would^this simple dis¬ 
tinction between the honorable and the just. Good. You mentioned 
also the discussion of fear, that the disfavor of the gods is not 
mentioned and that is a very good point. We will have to take this 
up. You said Aristotle is silent on death being the most fearful 
thing. And that is true. He mentions it of course, but it is not 
so emphatic. Because he says we fear destructive evils, and surely 
death is destructive. But why no such emphasis on fear of death 
in the Rhetoric . It's very practical, because death as such is 
never an object of deliberation, perhaps of forensic rhetoric — 
in order to say, he must be killed because that is the extreme pun¬ 
ishment and the only one we can find — but not in deliberative as 
such. But for example we fear thermo-nuclear destruction. This 
would be a way in which fear of death would come up. But fear of 
death as such is not a political thing, although it is implied in 
many political things. You stressed properly the political impor¬ 
tance of philia, friendship, love, however we translate it, but it 
must be understood of course that the friendship, as you indicated, 
which is of importance in rhetoric is not friendship of the highest 
kind, what Socrates calls the good friend. Political societies are 
never good friends to that extent, however friendly to each other 
they may be. One point from the Ethics may be of some help* the 
difference between friendship and benevolence. Do you remember that? 

Student* Benevolence, or good will, is a part of friendship. Bene¬ 
volence, or good will, is shown between friends. 
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Strauss* But benevolence is not friendship. I mean you can be 
benevolent to someone without being friendly to him. 

Student* There must be this recognition, 

Straussi Yes, for example you can wish that boxer a will win the 
next fight, and to that ex-tent you are benevolent to him. But that 
is of course not friendship. Nov; the most fundamental point which 
you raised concerns the general character of the discussion in the 
Rhetoric . You said it is not a theoretical discussion and you re¬ 
ferred to the discussion of the passions in the Ethics . Does he 
discuss passions in the Ethics ? 

Student! He discusses virtues and within those virtues there will 
be discussed . . . for instance he discusses the virtue of courage 
and then discusses the emotion of fear. 

Straussi But the discussion of fear is extremely brief compared 
with that in the Rhetoric . So we cannot say that we find a discus¬ 
sion of the passions in the Ethics. Their knowledge is somehow pre¬ 
supposed, but they are not discussed. Only one minor last point. 

You referred to Aristotle's modesty when he says . . . (inaudible). 
Yes this is true. I would not (inaudible) a kind of urbanity, not 
to be very heavy, professorial. . . . (inaudible). This is a part 
of that Attic urbanity which Aristotle, while not coming from 
Athens, nevertheless acquired. This creates sometimes difficulties, 
because sometimes the perhaps may be a real perhaps and you must 
make up your own mind. But I would like first to say something 
about this subject of Aristotle's discussion of the passions. 
Aristotle was attacked for that by one of his most famous enemies, 
Francis Bacon. In his Advancement of Learning , in the Everyman's 
Library edition on page 171-72, we find the following remark re¬ 
garding the inquiry touching the affections! "As the ancient poli¬ 
tics in popular states were wont to compare the people to the sea 
and the orators to the winds, because as the sea would of itself 
be calm and quiet if the winds did not move and trouble it so the 
people would be peaceable and tractable if the seditious orators 
did not set them in working and agitation. So it may be fitly said 
that the mind and the nature thereof would be temperate and staid 
if the affections as winds did not put it into turmoil and pertur¬ 
bation, And here again I find it strange as before that Aristotle 
should have written diverse volumes of ethics and never handled the 
affections which is the principal subject thereof, and yet in his 
rhetorics where they are considered but collaterally and in the se¬ 
cond degree, as they nay be moved by speech, he finds place for them 
and handles them well for the quantity, but where their true place 
is in the ethics he pretermits them? for it is not his disputations 
about pleasure and pain that can satisfy this inquiry no more than 
he that should generally handle the nature of light can be said to 
handle the nature of colors; for pleasure and pain are to the par¬ 
ticular affections as light is to particular colors. Better tra¬ 
vails I suppose had the Stoics taken in this argument, as far as I 
can sather by that which we have at second hand; but yet it is like 
it was after their manner, rather in subtilty of definitions than 
in active and ample descriptions and observations. . . . But the 
poets and writers of histories are the best doctors of this knowledge^ 
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where we nay find painted forth with great life, how affections are 
kindled and incited; how pacified and refrained; and how again con¬ 
tained from act and further degree; how they disclose themselves, 
how they work, how they vary, how they gather and fortify, how they 
are inwrapped one within another, and how they do fight and en¬ 
counter one with another, and other the like particularities; a- 
mongst the which this last is of special use in moral and civil mat¬ 
ters; how, I say, to set affection against affection, and to master 
one by another; even as we used to hunt beast with beast and fly 
bird with bird, which otherwise percase we could not easily recover: 
upon which foundation is erected that excellent use of oraemium and 
poena /reward and punishment/, whereby civil states consist; employ¬ 
ing the predominant affections of fear and hope, for the suppres¬ 
sing and bridling the rest. For as in the government of states it 
is sometimes necessary to bridle one faction with another, so it 
is in the government within." 

Now with this remark Bacon has written the program for the political 
philosophy of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, without any 
question. And you see that he states it here in clear opposition 
to Aristotle. Now what do we have to say to that? Why did Aristotle 
not treat the passions in the context of his moral and political 
philosophy? Why did he not do that. We would have first to raise 
the question, what is his political philosophy about? 

Student: The best state. 

Strauss: Well let us say the variety of regimes and of course with 

a view to the question, what is the test regime. But tha passions 
exist of course under all regimes. In all regimes you find fear, 
and hatred, and envy, and friendship, and so on. The only differ¬ 
ence is this, that in the best kinds of regimes the leading men, 
the rulers, would be men who controlled their passions properly, 
who have virtue. Therefore virtue is an immediate subject of poli¬ 
tical philosophy,, whereas the passions are not. Fassions are poli¬ 
tically neutral. They occur in every regime. Therefore they are 
not a fit subject of political philosophy. For the purpose of the 
control of the passions, especially in one's own life but also poli¬ 
tically, ordinary knowledge of passions is sufficient. In other 
words, in order to be moderate regarding food and drink you do not 
have to have a,profound analysis of the desire for food and drink. 

You know, that s not necessary. You do not have to enter into the 
spirit of these desires, or anger, or whatever it may be. You know 
quite well that you must control it. That s good enough. Too sym¬ 
pathetic understanding of these things might even be harmful to con¬ 
trol, and every attempt at understanding requires some sympathy with 
the subject matter. It might be a good idea not to know too much 
about it and simply say to these savage dogs, to hit them over the 
head so to speak. Good. But nevertheless there is no question 
that a theoretical man, as Aristotle was, must be interested in the 
passions beyond the practical use by the rhetorician. Where would 
he treat them then, not in the Ethics ? Psychology. And there are at 
least general references to the passions, quite a few, in De Anima. 
But the discussion of the soul, De Anima is a very short book - rela¬ 
tively speaking. But if Aristotle had thought of elaborating the 
points about the passions that would have been the place for it. 
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This is surely true. Good. Now let us then turn to our text and 
begin with chapter 4. And we might as well read the beginning. 

The first sentence: 

Student: "Let us now state who are the persons that men love or hate 
and why, after we have defined love and loving." 

Strauss: Now let us stop there for a moment. He says, who are the 
men loving and why do they love, but in the cases of all the other 
passions he adds a third point. For that turn to the beginning of 
chapter 2, for example. There is always a third consideration. 

Student: "Let us then define anger . . . 

Strauss: No, no. I mean where he makes this general statement. 

I will look it up. Try chapter 6. 

Student: "What are the things of which men are ashamed or the con¬ 

trary and before whom, and in what frame of mind will be clear from 
the following considerations." 

Strauss: Yes, in what frame of mind is here missing, and only in 
the section on friendship. That is very strange. Why does he do 
it? Let us go on first and read a few more lines. 

Student: "Let loving then be defined as wishing for anyone the 
things which we believe to be good for his sake but not for our own, 
and procuring them for him as far as lies in our power. A friend 
is one who loves and is loved in return. And those who think their 
relationship is of this character consider themselves friends." 

Strauss: Let us stop here. Those who believe to be disposed in 
this manner toward each other believe to be friends. This believ¬ 
ing occurs here three times in the beginning statement. It occurs 
in the case of no other passion. That may be a solution to this 
question why the state of mind is not mentioned here as it is in 
the case of all the other passions. Look, a man believes to be a 
friend of someone else and yet he is not a friend. Does this make 
sense? There is a beautiful discussion of that in Xenophon's 
e cerjontccz I believe in chapter 21, no it must be earlier. 

When he says — a sentence which they usually do not dare to trans¬ 
late because it is a bit complicated, but not too complicated for 
any man or woman of eighteen of say normal intelligence, some older 
men have strange notions of what they can expect — that we believe 
to be friends to those by whom we believe to have been benefited: 
a double believe. In other words a man may believe to be a friend 
of someone else without being one. He may believe to have been 
benefited without having been benefited. Take a drug addict. He 
believes to have been benefited by someone who gave him this stuff, 
and then he may say, he's my friend. Eut he believes to be his 
friend, he is not truly his friend, he only regards him as a useful 
man; and he is not truly useful. Now this element of delusions is 
perhaps not as powerful in the other passions. I mean, we are an¬ 
gry ail right. We can play the angry man without being angry, but 
then we know it of course. But this delusion — there is no de¬ 
lusion about beine angry, whereas we can be deluded about our being 
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friends, and both can be deluded about it^ 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss« But still our anger . . . That he may Aristotle says so. 
It may only be apparent* that's all right. But the anger is the 
(inaudible). But here the friendship is not genuine. That is, I 
think, the difficulty. Now one can perhaps also state it as follows 
There is no soecial hexis, no special disposition required for lov¬ 
ing, whereas a special disposition is needed for the other passions 
This would be the case if we are always disposed to love and to hate 
if there is no special occasion needed. If, in other words, it were 
true that to be a human being simply means to have friends and ene¬ 
mies, no special required. In b 34, shortly before 1382 a; 

* 

Student; "Kinds of friendship are comradeship, intimacy, kinship." 

Straussi Well everyone has kindred, doesn't he, because he is born 
from human beings. He may be a foundling, I know that. But gener¬ 
ally speaking he will belong to families, and hence they have the 
friends and enmities belonging to the families, whether they are 
personal, or on the basis social class, or race, that's unimportant. 
And therefore when they say in these famous recitations of the deep¬ 
est human problems, he didn't have a single enemy, you know in a 
natter of murder, that is not so simple. We all have friends and 
enemies. I mean in a crude sense it nay be true, but not in a deep¬ 
er sense. Surely this science (?) is strange and needs interpreta¬ 
tion. Now let us ao on. Well, why don't you continue where we left 
off. 

Studentj "This being granted, it necessarily follows that he is a 
friend who shares our joy and good fortune and our sorrow and afflic 
tion for our own sake and not for any other reason; for all men re¬ 
joice when what they desire comes to pass and are pained when the 
contrary happens, so that pain and pleasure are are an indication 
of what they wish. And those are friends who have the same ideas 
of good and bad and . . . 

Strauss j Well "ideas" of course is not there; "for whom the same 
things are good and bad." One can translate it if one wants to, 

"who regard the same things as good and bad," but "ideas" shouldn't 
be in. That is a Lockean notion of ideas, wholly alien to Aristotle 

Student; "and love and hate the same persons, since they necessar¬ 
ily wish the same things. Wherefore one who wishes for another what 
he wishes for himself seems to be the other's friend." 

Strauss; The "seems" is not unimportant, 

Studentj "We also like those who have done good, either to us or 
to those whom we hold dear, if the services are important or are 
cordially rendered or under certain circumstances and for our sake 
only; and all those whom we think desirous of doing us good; and 
those who are friends of our friends and who like those whom we like 

Strauss; Wait a moment. Is this so simply ture, that the friends 
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of our friends are our friends? '.Veil I remember the case of a stu¬ 
dent who loved, I think he genloved me, I have no reason 
to doubt, we have remained friends for twenty years, but he also 
loved someone else, another teacher, and this other teacher and I 
did not love each other at all. And he was very unhappy about that, 
which was a very charming thing, but this is a cruel experience. 

I believe that you must have had that experience, that you can have 
two different friends to each other. This is possible. It may be 
impossible on the highest level of friendship, but this highest le¬ 
vel is, of course, not the subject here. It is only a rhetorical 
topic of some plausibility. It is true in foreign relations. The 
allies of our allies are to some extent our allies, and this may 
aL8\§/ be true in domestic politics, but simply it cannot be said to 
be true. And then he also says the same thing about the beloved. 

Student: "Those who are liked by those are liked by others." 

Strauss: "Loved" one should say, "Like" is too little. This is 

a different case here, not the same as (inaudible). For example, 
our friend's father is loved by him but he is not his friend in the 
ordinary sense of the word, in a wider sense yes, but these are not 
identical. 

Student: "and those whose enemies are ours, those who hate those 

whom we ourselves hate, and those who are hated by those who are 
hated by us; for all such persons call the same thing as we what is 
good, so that they wish what is good for us, which as we said is 
the characteristic of a friend. Further, we love those who are 
ready to help others in the matter of money or personal safety. 
Wherefore, men honor those who are liberal, courageous, and just," 

Strauss: You see the change from love to honor. We love those who 
are beneficient regarding [inaudible), therefore men honor the lib¬ 
eral, the courageous, and the just. 

Student: "and such we consider those who do not live upon others, 
the sort of men who live by their own exertions, and among them 
agriculturists and beyond all others those who work.with their own 
hands." 

Strauss; Good. Is this not interesting, because for political ora¬ 
tory this is an important consideration. Aristotle does not make 
such a remark in the Ethics . First of all we note that the moral 
qualities here mentioned are treated by Aristotle of course as fac¬ 
tual, and as factual as whether men are tall, lame, or whatever 
observable qualities people may have. These are facts which every¬ 
one knows. People love the farmers. "Agriculturalist" is a strange¬ 
ly complicated translation. The tillers of the soil -- I think"far¬ 
mers" would be better. You know, then you derive, as it were, some¬ 
thing which is a very elementary phenomenon from a complicated tech¬ 
nique, not to say technology. Do you see what I mean? Good. So 
people l.ove the farmers and those working with their own hands. 

What do you say to the assertion? I think it is a very profound 
remark. There is no such animosity against these kinds of people 
on which you can . . . (inaudible) as there can be against traitors, 
bankers, politicians, highbrows, the rich, the King. You know. 



VIII, 7 


there-is no such presupposed animosity toward them. That’s of some 
imoortance. Aristotle doesn't pay too great attention to that in 
his political or moral teaching, but in his Rhetoric it's of some 
importance, A whole branch of poetry, bucolic poetry, draws on 
that somehow. It’s a very wholesome thing. 

Studenti Does the switch from love to honor in the sentence we just 
read indicate . . . (inaudible)? 

Strauss: Not quite. I believe it is impossible to combine love 
with contempt. There are people who are, how do they call it, a 
kind of perversion, how do they call it, someone who is completely, 
there is a word which these fellows use, when someone dispises a 
woman and is completely her slave, they have a word for that . , . 

Studenti Neurotic, masochist, misogynist. 

Straussi No, no. This kind of servility, of inner dependence, 
there is a word for that but i do not know it. This, of course, 
exists, but it is a morbid phenomenon. Normal human beings cannot 
love someone without respecting him to some extent. But still be- 
some respect and honor there is a great difference» For example, 
a mother loves her child, but one cannot really say she loves her 
child. That could be misleading. We surely respect respectable 
people. We honor the liberal, the courageous, and the just. We 
do not necessarily love them. Sven if we can only love a virtuous 
man, which one can doubt, one cannot possibly say that one loves 
everyone, every virtuous man whom one knows. That's impossible, 
because that would make friendship very watery if you can have so 
many friends, as Aristotle also observes in the Sthics usually two 
men or very few can be friends. Now what is your point? 

Student! That the ocean of friendship is beginning to be watered 
down, because at the very start of this sentence . . . (inaudible), 
"the further we like those who are ready to help others in the mat¬ 
ter of money or personal safety . . . 

Straussi Well I think if we start from the fact that we like those 
who are beneficient in this respect, if we start from this we will 
also understand why men honor those who have these qualities to a 
higher degree« the liberal man, the courageous man, and the just. 

Yes, I think if we start with that fact. Now we cannot go on through 
the examples. That must now suffice. Let us turn to 1381 b 14-16« 

Studenti "And we like those who resemble us and have the same tastes 
provided their interests do not clash with ours and that they do 

not gain their living in the same way; for then it becomes the case 

of potter being jealous of potter." 

Straussi I think that is very neatly put, that he adds this quali¬ 
fication, that if people have the same interests as us, if they have 

much in common with us, that's a bond. But then of course competi¬ 

tion for li\cLihood anters, or something of this kind, that may 
bring about just the opposite. Now go on. 

Studenti "and those who desire the same things provided it is 
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possible for us to share them, other wise the same thing would hap¬ 
pen again; and those with whom we are on such terms that we do not 
blush before them for faults merely condemned by public opinion, 
provided that this is not due to contempt; and those before whom 
for faults which are really bad.” 

Straussi Let us first get the terms straight. To be ashamed in 
regard to those things referring to opinion, as distinguished from 
those things referring to the truth. What does he mean by that? 

Give an example. 

Student* Among close friends what other people think won't make 
too much difference, it'll just be what our friends think and they'll 
only be concerned about the true things, (inaudible) I'll blush 
in front of a friend, but what other people are going to talk about, 
public opinion, (inaudible), and things like that won't make any 
difference between my friends. 

Strauss: Now what is an example? 

Strauss» Say the early eighteenth century in England when there 
is an excessive punctilio with regard to the code (inaudible), and 
with your friends you can despise the sort of honor that makes 
two people go out and get killed over a matter of who goes into a 
theater first. 

Strauss* Sure, but it is not so immediately accessible to us be¬ 
cause we have to travel back two centuries, but otherwise it's all 
risht. 

Student* The only thing I could think of was that if you spilled 
something on your tie or something and didn't know about it, people 
generally speaking would say that^s wrong but your friends wouldn't. 

Strauss* That is of course a clear sign that you are all young 
people, but some of you will know the tremendous importance of 
the cosmetics industry now. If someone, colors his hair or beard, 
this disgraceful thing that he conceals his age is not disgraceful 
ti a good friend. And where he would of course be ashamed to admit 
that he had defrauded soreone, which is a true disgrace . . . One 
can also take this. Take two Russians who are not ashamed to talk 
to each other about Khrushchev's crimes, which if it were done in 
public would be very unpleasant. This is only something which is 
disgraceful according to opinion. It is not disgraceful in itself, 
and this kind of thing. So the distinction makes some sense. Now 
what has this to do with the remark made by (inaudible) in the Ethics 

Student: I was just going to say that this should show that ' . ' 

Aristotle's discussion of friendship here, though not the highest 
friendship is still not the lowest friendship. The lowest friend¬ 
ship would be one when someone vould do something for you. 

Strauss* No, that is not friendship in his sense, in any sense. 

Student: Isn't that one of the listings in the Ethics . There are 

three types of friends . . . 
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Straussi Oh, you mean the business friendship. No, this he doesn't 
take seriously as friendship. 

Studenti You mean here it's not friendship. 

Strauss* No, I,mean even in the Ethics it's not treated as genuine 
friendship. It s discussed only to exclude it, I mean business 
people are connected only by the fact that it is advantageous to 
both to have this business relationship. They are not friends. 
Friendship can develop from this, but as such it is a spurious friend¬ 
ship, because it lacks the true motive. Each thinks entirely of him¬ 
self, end he uses the other as a means. And since this is done mu¬ 
tually, it is mutually satisfactory; but this still doesn't make 
this friendship. In a moment one would regard the other as an end. 

It would change. That can happen, but it's not necessary. But 
what about the passage in the Rhetoric , rather in the Ethics that 
a man, a truly virtuous man would never do anything which is base 
even conventionally. You remember this statement. He would never 
do anythinff which is base in itself, intrinsically base, but also 
never do anything which is base conventionally, base or low or dis¬ 
honorable . 

Student* Consequently, he says the truly virtuous man would never 
experience shame. And he says that is why old men who should be 
more virtuous than young men should never experience shame. 

Strauss* Very great old men, older men. But still this is a very 
interesting question, I think that in reading the Fourth Book, at 
the end of the Fourth Book of the Ethics where this passage occurs, 
we came already up against difficulties there when we turn to Book 
Five. Now a virtuous man is also, of course, a just man. Now 
Aristotle makes it quite clear a man can be just and yet commit, 
very rarely naturally, an unjust act. Just as a man can be unjust 
and commit quite a few just actions. So if this is so, if the just 
man doesn't cease to be just if he commits under very special cir¬ 
cumstances an unjust action — of which as such he must be ashamed 
naturally — then it cannot be so simple. I believe it is a very 
extreme statement about this virtuous man who will never do any¬ 
thing improper to the slighest degree ever. Surely in a way for, 
as a public figure that can be done. It has been shown frequently. 

But for someone who knows this man very well, it is hard to say. 

So we have perhaps to limit it to (inaudible) knowledge. 

Student* This passage here though, he's thinking of the case where 
it s sort of on a regular basis and not just the result of negligence 
or (inaudible) if a friend does something that is conventionally 
wrong. He's not thinking of the virtuous man who slips up in a par¬ 
ticular case. I mean isn't he talking about ... 

Strauss* A habitual thing you mean. That may be. That is possible. 
Student* At least not a rare thing. 

Strauss* Well, for example, if someone would be embarrassed to show 
a bodily defect of his, which having a good tailor is invisible to 
the public, but he changes his jacket in the presence of a friend. 
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because it is only conventionally disgraceful. No sensible man 
will look down on another because he has a physical defect, al¬ 
though for the one who has the defect it may be somewhat embarras¬ 
sing to show it. That's possible. 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss: Well this is a subject of great delicacy. Aristotle 
doesn't mention it here. Ke mentions the gods in a later passage. 

I suppose that Plato and Aristotle would not hesitate to say that 
the gods worshipped by the city of Athens, as they are meant by the 
city of Athens, do not exist. Surely this is so. How would this 
refer to the remark at the end of the Fourth Book. This would a- 
gain prove the fictitious character, the extreme character, of the 
statement there, because it is unthinkable that people who are really 
good friends would not express to each other frankly their opinions 
on this subject, only opinion condemned by the public. 

Student: Would Aristotle say that that which has to do with the 

gods is conventional. 

Strauss: Well he says so. Read Book Twelve of the Metaphysics . 

the passage quoted in the Middle Ages, 107^ b. I have quoted it 
here once in class. Now let us go on. 

Student: "and those whose rivals we are or by whom we wish to be 

emulated but not envied, these we either like or wish to be friends* 
with them; And those whom we are ready to assist in obtaining what 
is good, provided greater evil does not result for ourselves; and 
those who show equal fondness for friends whether absent or present, 
wherefore all men like those who show such feeling for the dead." 

Strauss: Is this not interesting, that it is a sign of good charac¬ 

ter that men do not forget their dead, also an implication only but 
still not altogether negligible. This is one other thing which has 
not changed, which is nox so peculiar to one particular culture. 

Now let us turn to what he has to say about hatred, which is rather 
difficult in some points, 1382 a 1. 

Student* "As for enmity and hatred, it is evident that they must 
be examined in the light of their contraries. The causes which pro¬ 
duce enmity are anger, soitefulness, slander." 

Strauss: "Slander" one can also translate "calumny," but it is per¬ 
haps the same. 

Student: "Anger arises from acts committed against us, enmity even 

from those which are not; for if we imagine a man to be of such and 
such a character we hate him. Anger has always an individual as 
its object. 

Strauss* Individual properly understood, also individual groups 
designated by name, Spartans, Thebans, and so on. 

Student: "For instance, Callias or Socrates, whereas hatred applies 

to classes." 
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Strauss: Also to classes, we may hate individuals also. How many 
cases do we find where an individual hates another individual. 

Student: "for instance, everyone hates a thief or informer.*’ 

Strauss: Is this not strange? Do not social scientists say that 
is not true? We know people, the thiefs themselves, do they not 
love the thiefs? What is the answer? Of course not. Why? 

Student: The same reason that people who hijack trucks of cars get 
the trucks stolen by other thiefs. 

Strauss: The same is true. The informer hates of course people 
who inform on him. So you see how wise Aristotle was. 

Student: The potter is jealous of the potter. 

Strauss: Yes, but in this particular case that's important. So 
Aristotle says that everyone hates them, sure. 

Student: "Anger is curable by time, hatred not. The aim of anger 

is pain, of hatred evil; for the angry man wishes to see what hap¬ 
pens, to one who hates it does not matter. Now the things which 
cause pain are all perceptible, while things which are especially 
bad, such as injustice or folly, are least perceptible; for the pre¬ 
sence of vice causes no Dain. Anger is accompanied by pain, but 
hatred not; for he who is angry suffers pain, but he who hates does 
not. One who is angry might feel compassion in many cases, but 
one who hates never; for the former wishes that the object of his 
anger should suffer in his turn, the latter . .. 

Strauss: Suffers as much, as much, and therefore he can have pity 
if he suffers more. That's the idea. And he who hates wishes the 
extinction. Now this creates some difficulties. I would like first 
to state them. Aristotle seems to say that hatred and anger are 
mutually exclusive. While he admits that hatred may arise from an¬ 
ger, yet if you are actually hating you are no longer angry and vice 
versa. But on the other hand if you look at such masters of hatred 
as the Nazis, did they not both’desire the destruction of the Jews 
and to make them feel pain, and both equally strong? This I mention 
only as an indication of the difficulty. Hatred, Aristotle says, 
is without pain, a settled, quiet determination. One wishes the 
hated being not to be, but its being does not cause pain. Is this 
possible? Is it possible to regard something as a great evil, other¬ 
wise one wouldn't hate it, without being pained by it? Aristotle's 
answer in lines 10-12 is to this effect: One may possess a great 
evil without being pained by it. For example, one may be foolish, 
which is a great evil, without being pained by it. Everyone knows 
such people. A man may be unjust without being pained by injustice. 
Everyone knows such people. It is possible. But in that case one 
doesn't know that this is an evil. If Aristotle misinterprets ha¬ 
tred, as he would seem to do, what is the reason for his error? 
Perhaps as follows: I think this would be along the lines of 
Aristotle's thinking, which in this respect is similar to Plato’s. 

He starts from the highest form of hatred. Now what is that. That 
of the wise man, of course, who hates vice and folly, i.e., he wishes 



VIII, 12 


vice and folly not to be, without however being pained by its being. 
Whether that is possible if the hatred is intense, that it would 
go without pain is truly difficult to understand for me. Surely, 

I don’t see how hate on any lower level, i.e., on the only level 
which we practically meet, can be without pain, and on this ground, 
on this general ground which I believe is very strong; for there 
is no pathos, no passion, without pleasure or pain. That belongs 
to its definition as we have seen. And hatred is surely not accom¬ 
panied by pleasure, therefore it must be accompanied by pain. In 
the meantime I thought a little bit more about it and this occurred 
to me. If we hate a man -- we should never do that, but unfortunate¬ 
ly we are not perfect — then it is perfectly true we wish his non¬ 
existence, or at least, which is practically the same thing, we wish 
him to be (inaudible), another place. If there is someone in a fac¬ 
tory — I deliberately don’t use the example of a faculty — who 
hates a fellow worker, he wishes him to be in another factory. Per¬ 
haps only in an extreme case he wishes his extinction. But is he 
Dained when he is not around? The pain arises when you see that 
man, when you are near him. Perhaps Aristotle thinks of the (inau¬ 
dible) case of actually beina confronted by the hated individual. 

Now this is all I have to say. 

Student; I was wondering about earlier in the discussion of friend¬ 
ship the disposition beins absent and also on reading the defini¬ 
tion I expected there would be some reference to pleasure in accor¬ 
dance with the definitions of the other emotions. Pleasure is not 
included in the definition. . And I wondered if this had any relation 
to the absence of pain in . . . 

Strauss; Yes but in the case of friendship there is doubtless plea¬ 
sure . 

Student; But he doesn*t. mention . . . 

Strauss; But he makes it very clear. I mean if you do not like 
the presence of someone else, to be with him, then you are not his 
friend. You may respect him very hiahly. But if the mere being 
toeether is not pleasant to you and vice versa, then it's not friend¬ 
ship. So, on the contrary, this would orecisely show . . . Perhaps 
his silence about pleasure — that is the point which you make which 
is very sound — is connected with his silence about pain, but this 
would only confirm the difficulty. Passions without pleasure and 
pain cannot be, and hatred must be painful. 

Student; In connection with this, you said earlier that passions 
were not discussed in the Ethics , but how is friendship discussed 
in the Ethics ? 

Strauss; A virtuous passion, shall I say. Friendship is both vir¬ 
tue and passion. One can say this; the relation of friendship to 
justice as the highest virtue is is comparable to that between love 
and obedience to the law in the Christian tradition. This affective 
element, which does not necessarily belong to justice, is essential 
to friendship. Friendship is both noble and pleasurable, whereas 
the pleasurableness cf the virtues, this is not so simple. Of course 
Aristotle says the virtuous man derives pleasure from virtuous actions, 
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but it is not as powerfully present as it is in the case of friend¬ 
ship. That is the reason why Aristotle discusses friendship af¬ 
ter the conclusion of the virtues. You know the virtues are fini¬ 
shed in Book Six. Then there comes a discussion of pleasure. Then 
there comes the subject of friendship. Books Eight and Nine. And 
then a new discussion of pleasure. Aristotle (inaudible) around the 
discussion' of friendship are discussions of pleasure, which under¬ 
lines what I said before. Yes, but still I must say does anyone 
have, can anyone save Aristotle’s assertion about hatred? 

Student: Well, I think it's somewhat related to what you said about 

the highest form of hatred. From his examples it seems that 
Aristotle is thinking about hatred in terms of things or follies, 
and answer in terms of individuals. For instance, the fight for in¬ 
tegration in this country, people who are very intense about this 
personify the evils and make the government figures, take Governor 
Wallace, they make them the evil things, the people. But people 
who just say think about the theoretical foundations of the arguments 
and maybe then conclude, yes this is a bad thing, we hate segrega¬ 
tion. They would like to see this removed but they don’t have the 
identification of evil with people, people trying to do bad things . . 

Strauss: But are they not pained by this lack of (inaudible)? 

Student: It would certainly be a less intense pain (inaudible) pain 

if there are some unfortunate things around, but we don't feel that 
there is some kind of conspiracy of evil people. That I think 
would be the more personal one related to anger . . . 


Strauss: I see you have in mind that Aristotle says everyone hates 
a thief. He does not think of this individual or that but he hates 
really thievery 


Student: Right 

Strauss: and not the thief. 


Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes, I thought of that too, but still . . . 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Strauss: . . . hate doesn't have to be this particularly exciting. 

People hate something, perhaps some dead man, a.composer or philoso¬ 
pher, but is this truly hate? 


Student: It seems to me possible that Aristotle combines pain and 

pleasure each with love and hate. At the beginning of chapter 4 
he says that we feel pleasure when our friends feel pleasure and 
pain when our friends feel pain, and perhaps then reversing this, 
we feel pleasure when our enemies feel pain and pain when our enemies 
feel pleasure. 


Strauss: In other words Aristotle does mention pleasure and pain 

this discussion. I had forgotten that. You are quite right. 
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Student* (inaudible) includes malevolence among the dozen or so 
primitive passions, 

Strauss: As pleasurable? 

Student: As pleasurable, yes, I think I can imagine very well 
hating (?) Governor Wallace, for example, desiring not his extinc¬ 
tion but his humiliation. 


Strauss: But his extinction as the Governor. 


Another Student: May I try to pick up the argument? From what 
was said and perhaps borne out by our bungling translator's omis¬ 
sion of the “also," which this edition didn't omit. 


Strauss: Who is the translator of the Rhetoric for the Loeb? 


Student: Freese in the Loeb 


Strauss: Because the translator of Aristotle's Ethics and Politics , 

Rackhan, is quite good in the Loeb translation. 

Student: But in omitting the “also'' in the matter of (inaudible), it 
struck me that hatred as he translates it applies to the class, 
hence to the potential. The hatred of thiefs and informers is in 
potentia, and as long as (inaudible) I hate all kinds of injustice, 
as I state this it causes me no oain. And when we see a particular 
act of injustice, someone goes and raps to the police, then anger 
is considered to have joined in with the hatred. 


Strauss* I see what you mean. In other words, that has something 
to do with what I said about the highest case. Now if the highest 
case is truly the hatred of vice or folly, i.e., of something which 
is not a characteristic (inaudible) of this or that person, if in 
this sense the object of hatred is the class and not individuals 
then in this case the pain may not become actual. But it would be¬ 
come actual in a given case. This might be, I do not know. 


Student: Christians are taught to hate the sin but not the sinner 
as an antidote to the pain. 

Strauss: Yes, but would the Christian not feel pain about the act 
of sin? I think he would. Well we have here an authority. Would 
he not suffer from the fact that there is sin? 


Student: Did you say that the pain associated with hatred followed 
uDon the sight of the hated one? 

Strauss: Well, I speak only on this point which I believe you must 
have observed. I observed it, that there are some people whom I 
dislike, but if 1 don't see them my dislike is entirely dormant and 
in no way unpleasant. But I do not know how far we can go. It's 
a pity w-jr do not have commentary by Thomas on this passage. We 
would have this (inaudible). 


Student: (inaudible) 
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Strauss: But I must say it struck me as a greater difficulty than 

the other remarks Aristotle makes about the various passions. 

That's all I can say. 

Student: I was thinking with regard to this point that pain is . . . 
(inaudible), and therefore there is no pain associated with it. 

Can't there be pain about anticipated injustice? 

Strauss: Well that is a difficulty which (inaudible) would have. 

And I can only say of the highest case where we have sinning but 
not the sinners, but of course not in the Christian sense, there¬ 
fore I said vice and folly, one can hate it without being pained 
by it, namely by simply saying that the world is a kind of zoo and 
there must be all kinds of animals in it. You know this is a kind 
of quote philosophic unquote posture towards these things. 

Student: It may sound funny to ask this at the present time, but 

can we actually say at out level of thinking that Aristotle was 
wrong? Isn't that presumptuous of us? 

Strauss: But you must admit it is extremely rare that I dare to 

say here Aristotle was not simply sound. 

Student: Yes, I admit that. 

Strauss: But it is possible that Aristotle was such a — there 

could be one thing which is not a very good excuse, for a philoso¬ 
pher not an excuse at all, but which at least may repair the damage 
which I have done -- perhaps Aristotle was such a wonderful man 
that he never in his life felt hatred. 

Student: There seems to be a problem similar to this in his discus¬ 

sion of virtue. It seemed that virtue, the highest point of virtue 
is some sort of beneficience, of doing good towards others, concern 
for others. Then in his discussion of pleasure, he says the most 
pleasurable things are those closest to ourselves, those that help 
us. He says at that point all men are selfish, cnnd I think this 
would imply . . . 

Strauss: But in what sense. The Greek word for selfish doesn't 
have such a bad connotation as the English word. " , self- 

love. 

Student: This "-ould seem to imply that beneficience would somehow 

be more pleasurable but somehow painful . . . 

Strauss: Beneficience as such? Why should this be painful? 

Student: Because it is defined as unselfish, and the most pleasur¬ 

able things are those which . . . 

Strauss: Oh but it can very well go together with self love. I 

do not see any difficulty here. 

Student: Aristotle doesn't seem to mention the connection at all 
between hatred and power here, and the possibility of hatred deriving 
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from the power of the object hated to inflict a point of view or 
a punishment contrary to the desire of the person hating. You men¬ 
tioned the individual who can hate a composer because perhaps this 
composer had the power to change the course of music (inaudible), 

Straussi In other words, if I understand you correctly, we cannot 
hate somebody who does not have power of one kind or another. Is 
that what you mean? And Aristotle does not mention that, 

Studentt But I think for him it depends more on just the pain. 

Strauss : -Veil, now let us see. But does he speak of power as power 
when he is speaking of friendship. It's the opposite. Perhaps'this 
is not so important. As in the case of fear, whether the fear is 
(inaudible) is obviously very relevant. Good. 

Student! I think Aristotle would respond to our objection that in 
all these examples we give of hatred where we think there is pain 
that this is anger also, and that wherever there is pain and what 
v/e call hatred anger is also present, hence the example of the pre¬ 
sence of a man you hate would be said to revive anger at him. 

Strauss: No, no. I think that would be simply wrong if Aristotle 
would say that. If I think of certain cases from that factory, 
there is never any anger. It's just a deep dislike, which we can 
very well call hatred and which Aristotle would call hatred. There 
is no question. That will not do. But we must go on because I 
have to discuss (inaudible). Now let us turn to another passage 
in the next chanter, 1382 b 8-9, that was the passage which was 
quoted, men as a rule do wrong 'when they can, and similar remarks 
in the neighborhood. So men generally are bad. There’s no question 
this was Aristotle's view. Aristotle was not a babe in the woods, 
what they now call an optimist. Is this not the same, I do not know 
The whole discussion of people whom we fear, one point I believe is 
implied, that the good men are not fear inspiring to good men. It’s 
not stated, but if you look at it this is tacitly excluded. And 
this is of some importance because in foreign policy the situation 
is of course never present because of the complications. No polis, 
however good, is simply good, or its adversary doesn't have to be 
simply bad. But in the case of the individuals I think that is 
true. We do not fear a good man, do we? Provided that we are tol¬ 
erably good ourselves, otherwise we might have to fear him. 

Student: Most good men are (inaudible). 

Strauss: Extreme case, extreme case, and that is one of the most 

pernicious habits to watch always the extreme cases and then believe 

we can get excuses for ordinary cases. 

Student: I am very sorry. 

Strauss: I am glad to hear that. Good. Now a bit later on in b 29 

the fear inspiring things and what people fear: 

Student: "Let us now state the frame of mind that leads men to fear 

If, then, fear is accompanied by the expectation that we are going 
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to suffer some fatal misfortune, it-is . . . 

Straussi Yes, from destructive afflictions, destructive either of 
our lives or of something very important to us, our health, our 
fortune, and so on. 

Student: "it is evident that none of those who think that they will 

suffer nothing at all is afraid either of those things which he 
does not think will happen to him or of those from whom he does not 
expect them or at a time he does not think them likely to happen." 

Strauss: Now watch Aristotle's precision here. This covers, I 
think, the whole (inaudible). 

Student: "It therefore needs be that those who think they are like¬ 

ly to suffer anything should be afraid either of the persons at 
whose hands they expect it or of certain things and at certain times. 
Those who either are or seem to be highly prosperous do not think 
they are likely to suffer anything, wherefore they are insolent, 
contemptuous, and rash, and what makes them such is wealth, strength, 
a number of friends, power. It is the same with those who think 
that they have already suffered all possible ills and are coldly 
indifferent to the future, like those who are being beaten to death; 
for it is a necessary incentive to fear that there should remain 
some hope of being saved from the cause . . . 

Strauss: This is (inaudible), those who believe to be beyond evil 
and those who have lost all hope, neither of which will fear. 

Student: "A sign of this is that fear makes men deliberate . . . 

Strauss: Does this remind you of something, fear makes men . . . 

Student: Hobbes. 

Strauss: Sure. That is in a way the starting point of Hobbes. 

Student: Also the Biblical injunction, fear of the Lord is the 
beginning of wisdom. 

Strauss: Sure, but this is not (inaudible) to the fear of the Lord, 
but in a looser, wider sense one can say that. This is a. key point 
in Hobbes' definition of fear. Fear is eminently rational. 

Student: I think Johnson had a quote that said, hanging concentrates 

a man's mind marvellously. 

Strauss: That is in one way true, but of course he can no longer 

fear. 

Student: "Whereas no one deliberates about things that are hopeless, 

so that whenever it is preferable that the audience should feel af¬ 
raid it is necessary to make thorn think they are likely to suffer 
by reminding them that others greater than they have suffered and 
showing that their equals are suffering or have suffered and that 
at the hands of those from whom they did not expect it in such a 
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manner end at times when they did not think it likely*" Remember 
Pearl Harbor? 

Strauss: Yes, and the whole situation before the Second World War 
altogether gives, beautiful illustrations. The argument at that time, 
what happened to Austria may happen to Czechoslovakia? and what hap¬ 
pened to Czechoslovakia may happen to Poland; and what happens to 
Poland nay happen to France, and yet no one believed it. Yes? 

Student: In regard to this passage where he gives the reason wealthy 

Deople are all these nasty things, that struck a bell, though I 
couldn't find the reference, but it was earlier in the Rhetoric . 

He gave us reasons for people acting unjustly and he explicitly 
said just the opposite of this. He said, for example, young people 
tend to act ir.temperately, but it's not because they're young, it's 
because they're intemperate. And here he says wealthy people act 
insolently, contemptuously,and rashly because they are wealthy. 

Strauss: Yes, but still would this not make the intemperance, the 

moral defect, the proximate cause? 

Student: No, it's not that they're intemperate here . . . 

Strauss: But that is of course implied. The proximate cause of 
their actions is a vicious habit, but the vicious habit is fostered 
by stations in life, by age, and so on and so on. This is a secon¬ 
dary consideration. To trace it to a vicious habit is always sound. 

To trace it to these other things is never sufficient because this 
is not universally true. Not all young men are of this kind, not 
all rich men are this way, and so on. We will come to the question 
of the various age groups and social groups later in the Second Book. 
Now let us turn to this passage about the gods, in 1383 b 3ff* at 
the end of chapter $• 

Student: "If we have never done wrong to anyone, or only to a few, 

or not to such as are to be feared, and generally if it is well 
with us in regard to the gods, especially as to intimations from 
signs and oracles and everything else of the kind; for anger in¬ 
spires confidence ->nd it is the wrong which we suffer and not that 
which we inflict upon others that causes anger, and the gods are 
supposed to assist those who are wronged." 

Strauss: Let us stop here. The gods had not been mentioned among 
the things which inspire fear of confidence except here. So this 
case is very interesting, because this is a case of a cooperation 
of anger and vulgar piety. When people ere .angry, and they are an¬ 
gry if they believe thay are in the right, that they have been 
wronged, and this cooperation with piety is here discussed. Now 
as it was observed he is silent on the effect of fear of the gods 
in the case of one's having acted unjustly. Why is he silent on 
that? I mean, the other case, people believe the gods are on their 
side and yet they acted unjustly. 

Student: I don't h ive an answer but in the list of good things besides 

the absence of a good life one would have thought (inaudible) he 
might have very well have put in the favor of the gods. 
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Strauss: Yes, but Aristotle mentions them only here. The wronged 
party believes he has the gods on his side. 

Student: It would be impious to suggest that the gods favor . . . 

Strauss: Sure, absolutely. The unjust men are of course also im¬ 
pious. That's the simple connection. Yes, that is quite true. 

Let us read the following sentence. 

Student: "The fact is that anger makes us confident, that anger 

is excited by our knowledge that we are not the wrongers but the 
wronged and that the divine power is always supposed to be on the 
side of the wronged. Also when at the outset of an enterprise we 
believe that we cannot and shall not fail or that we shall succeed 
completely." 

Strauss: Here he does not refer to the rightness or wrongness, to 
the justness or injustice. You see, he makes this quite clear. I 
mean, if people attempt something in the belief that they will win, 
the question of the gods does not arise in that connection. I be¬ 
lieve that is the connection between the two statements. 

Student: How is it possible after what he has said in the preceding 
chapter about the association of pain (inaudible) with anger to make 
the eods now angry over vice, that is, injustice. This was not a 
subject for anger in chapter 4. Doesn't the anger of the gods de¬ 
pend on the perceptibility of vice? 

Strauss: But you must see the context. Aristotle suggests by his 
silences elsewhere that the gods will be used by the deliberative 
orator, perhaps also by the forensic orator, but especially by the 
deliberative orator if he wants to inspire confidence. He doesn’t 
needs the gods in order to inspire fear. This at least is Aristotle's 
implicit suggestion, nor in the other cases. But here it is obvious¬ 
ly a common topic. I think if one would read Thucydides' History , 
which is after all a terrific document of rhetoric among other things, 
this would be confirmed. The Spartans, who believed to have been 
wronged, are the ones who call bn the gods all the time as the aven¬ 
gers of Athenian injustice. The Athenians do not do so. So (inau¬ 
dible) as we would call it today, to build morale. That is, I 
think, what Aristotle means. It is surely strange that it is men¬ 
tioned only here. Now we must say a few words about the following 
two chanters. Now first, chapter 6, the sense of shame. The ob¬ 
jects of sense of shame are evils which bring disgrace not other 
evils like death, illness, and so on. The destructive evils are 
the object of fear. Here you have a good example for the difference 
between the good and the noble, by starting from the opposite. The 
destructive evils correspond to the good; and the disgraceful evils 
correspond to the noble. Is this clear? The examples which he gives 
are quite interesting, and some very amusing. For example, to oro- 
fit from little things is disgraceful. Think of a penny pincher 
in business, and of course flattery, a softness, a lowness, and 
boasting. These are the main examples. Let us see in 1384 a to¬ 
wards the end, at the transition to b, after he has quoted this 
beautiful proverb, es he calls it. 
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Studenti "That is why they feel more ashamed before those who are 
likely to be always with them or who keep watch upon them, because 
in both cases they are under the eyes of others." 

Strauss* This has something to do with the (inaudible) to which 
you referred. Do you see the connection? 

Student: We'll be on better behavior when there are friends around 
who would be ashamed in front of us, 

Strauss: They only have to be acquainted with us. 

Student* But in a city where we can lose ourselves . . . 

Strauss: That's an important consideration. I mean it may be very 
unpleasant to be always watched by old maid aunts and this kind of 
tiding but it has also great virtues from a social (?) point of view. 
Let us read a few more oassoges. Oh yes, 1384 b 22, the other cases 
of a sense of shame. Ken are ashamed also of those who wil.l tell 
what they have seen, like servants. In other words, men would not 
be ashamed of their servants, but the servants might tell the tale. 

So in this indirect way they would be ashamed of the servants. 

Student: "Similarly, men are ashamed not only before those who have 
been mentioned, but also before those who will reveal their faults 
to them, such as their servants or friends. In a word, they are not 
ashamed . . . 

Strauss: I just wonder whether friends does not mean friends of 

them, meaning of the servants. Otherwise, friends doesn't make sense. 

Student: It would mean also, friends of your friends I would be 

ashamed in front of because they would tell you, rather whether they 
are my friends or not. 

Another student: Friends in the loose sense, like friends for util¬ 
ity. 


Strauss: I will tell you why this wouldn't work. This (inaudible) 

must have some thing on which it depends, and the only other word 
on which it can depend in this sentence . . . 

Student* Couldn't it say "friends of these?" 

Strauss: Friends of these, yes, but of whom, of whom? Who are the 

"these?" 


Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Servants, that is how I understand it. 

Student: "In a word, they are not ashamed either before those whose 

opinion in regard to the truth they greatly despise, for instance, 
no one feels shame before children or animals, or of the same things 
before those who are known to them and those who are not. Before 
the former they are ashamed of things that appear really disgraceful, 
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before strangers of those which are only condemned by convention.** 

Strauss: Yes, this was mentioned before, this distinction. But 
it is quite interesting. Now he is using the word "nomos," which 
more literally translated is law. In the first case he called it 
doxa, which is ordinarily translated by opinion, but we must al¬ 
ways keep in mind that in this kind of discussion opinion, doxa, 
and nomos are the same. They are not simply the same, very far from 
it, but in this opposition they are the same. This incidentally 
is a refutation of the common view that the opposition of truth and 
nomos, or of nature and nomos, is a peculiarity of the so-called 
sophists. That's not true, (inaudible) a peculiarity of the soph¬ 
ists would have to be defined much more precisely. And now a few 
words about the last chapter about grace, which would perhaps be 
the best translation, graciousness, something of this kind. And 
then of course it includes also gratitude, which we still recognize 
in the English, graciousness and gratitude. This chapter seems to 
be the center of the discussion of the passions. It is unusually 
brief. Perhaps it is needed not for oratorical purposes but chief¬ 
ly for the sake of magnification or, as he translates it, amplifi¬ 
cation. 3ecause these are not things which are as such important 
in forensic rhetoric. It's not a crime not to be gracious, nor is 
it a crime to be ungracious. But in order to show up what kind of 
fellow that is you might mention this (inaudible), and also to pre¬ 
sent yourself as a respectable man you may reveal, not of course 
by mentioning your gracious acts but in a more subtle way, that 
you are vourself gracious. There is one point which is a bit dif¬ 
ficult it seems, after 1385 b. Perhaps you need the whole context. 
Well let us say there is a discussion between Athens and one of her 
allies and then one has said, they have acted so graciously towards 
you and therefore you must not take such a dim view of this unplea¬ 
sant thing they have done now. Where does he begin with that? 

Student* "Since then it is evident on what occasion, for what rea¬ 
sons, and in what frame of mind a feeling of benevolence arises it 
is clear that we must derive our arguments from this: to show that 
the one side either has been or still is in such pain or need and 
that the other has rendered or is rendering such a service in such 
a time of need. It is evident also by what means it is possible 
to make out that there is no favor at all or that those who render 
it are not actuated by grace; for it can . . . 

Strauss: To show them up as non gracious. Yes. 

Student: "for it can either be said that they do or have done so 

for their own sake in which case there is no favor, or that it was 
mere chance, or that they acted under compulsion, or that they were 
making a return not a sift whether they knew it or not." 

Strauss: Now what it mean? That seems to be a difficulty, whether 
they knew it or not. In other words the other party claims or has 
been Dresented as being gracious to this city, and then you say they 
were not gracious at all, they owed it to us. So now they owed it 
to us, that’s clear. But regardless of whether they knew it or not, 
how would you argue? Well if they knew it, of course it cannot ’oe 
grace. If they knew that they owed it, it was not an act of grace 
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on their part. But if they did not know it, how would you argue 
in that case? 

Studenti They should have known it. 

Strauss: Sure, it is still worse. They owed it to us and they have 

forgotten it. Now these are the kinds of things which Aristotle, 

I believe, supposes us to figure out for ourselves, because he felt 
that they were quite obvious. I thought when reading this of the 
case of Russian gratitude or ingratitude toward the West. That 
would be a good example. But how to state the case that they owed 
us gratitude and the opposite case, that they did not owe us, here 
you have all the materials together. They were surely in great need 
at that time, this much is sure. But on the other hand, the ques¬ 
tion whether the ’.Vest acted for the sake of the Russians, that would 
be complicated and one would have to have great rhetorical gifts, 
as Churchill undoubtedly did, to make that case. But it can be done. 
I think it can be done by simply showing that one knew that the 
Russians were these terrible fellows they proved to be since, and 
it was only, perfectly with their eyes open, as Churchill made 
clear in his first speech in 19^1* So it was seen as an act of 
grace. He could well have said, let Hitler and Stalin slit each 
other's throat. Now is there any other point you want to bring up? 

Student: Is there any significance to the fact that at the end of 

the chapter on shame he simply directs us to draw the contrary of 
the arguments for shame in order to find out what shamelessness is? 

Is this once again his unwillingness to discuss subjects , . . 

Strauss: I doubt that, no, surely not. On the contrary, what 

Aristotle means is very harmless. In order to show that certain 
people were shameless, of course if it suits you that the criminal 
was shameless or that this foreign city which formed certain alli¬ 
ances was shameless, he's simply saying, I don't have to repeat all 
this. «hen he speaks so fully about the opposite in the case of 
hatred, that is ensily explained. Why? 

Student: Because it's not simply the opposite. 

Strauss: Oh yes, hatred is the opposite of friendship. But why 

does he speak much more about hatred than about shamelessness? Be¬ 
cause he wants to make clear the difference between hatred and an¬ 
ger. But the question which you raise is of course an (inaudible) 
one. But he says quite a bit about confidence. Now there is only 
one point in the confidence section which has no parallel in the 
fear section and that is that about the gods. Whether that is suf¬ 
ficient as an explanation, I doubt that. 

Student: Couldn't you argue than that all he has to do is to put 
in that which is different? 

Strauss: There could be a simple reason. Because he has gone out 

of his way in the case cf the opoosite of fear, namely confidence, 
he is no longer under such a compulsion when he comes to the next 
passion, namely a sense of shame. You see that? Well this is of 
course subject to the question that this explains the rest. I mean 



VIII, 23 


in the following cases. Whoever reads that paper should keep this 
in mind as a question. 

Student* (inaudible.) 

Straussi No, shamelessness has surely nothing to do with anger, 
does it? 

Student* I can't think of anything. So maybe that would be the 
sense that it is nothing to do with anger and that would . . . 

Strauss* No, I believe the simplest explanation is since he has 
spoken of how to switch from one passion to the opposite and how 
to use the material regarding one passion for the treatment of the 
opoosite, since he has done it so well in the case of confidence 
he does not have to do it in the case of shamelessness. Yes? 

Student* Would you care to comment on why moral virtue (inaudible). 

Strauss* Yes, but the question is raised (inaudible). Is it a dis¬ 
position, a habit, in the way in which the virtues are a habit. 

Is it a habit? This would be the first question. Now if it is not 
a habit, it could not be. And then the question would be, is not 
srac iousness as meant here not based on a habit, but some way of 
acting which arises without (inaudible), so to speak, no habit is 
formed. If the habit were formed, then it would become something 
different. I do not know what. Then it would be friendship per¬ 
haps or something. 

Student* Is it clear that Aristotle regarded grace as unqualified¬ 
ly something good? I was wondering if this might be a reason? 

Strausss But what would it be. The translator tends to speak of 
benevolence, which is part of the story. Now if we limit ourselves 
to benevolence, benevolence is surely not a virtue for Aristotle. 
Somethin# like benevolence may ero with certain virtues, but it is 
not simply virtue. Now let me see, how can I make this clear. Where 
do we find a discussion of this? To some extent in the First Book 
of Plato’s Republic . I think. Polemarchus had said justice consists 
in helping friends and hurting enemies. And Socrates tries to show 
that the just man will not hurt anyone, but he doesn’t even attempt 
to show that the just man will help everyone. Now such a thing like 
benevolence or grace, if we take it as a virtue, would be universal 
beneficience, (inaudible) did not regard as a virtue. The Stoics 
later on did that. In the sense of a general mild kindness and ab¬ 
sence of viciousness, surely, but this would not be a virtue. It 
would be too nondescript. There is no equivalent in this stage to 
something like universal love as we know it, especially from the 
Biblical tradition. But it exists also, the Stoics have that, and 
have it as a virtue, but not for Aristotle. The reasons are com¬ 
plicated. The usual explanation I regard as simply nonsensical, 
that Alexander the Great conquered the Persian empire and the polis 
lost its importance and therefore universal feelings. But of course 
every man with sense knew that Alexander didn't conquer the whole 
?lobe, or the whole earth. He -vent into India, but there was some¬ 
thin# beyond that, and how Ion# did this empire last? How long did 
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Alexander reign? Thirteen years. When was (inaudible)? Isn't it 
grand that this empire lasted for ten years. But flatterers of 
kings said of course xhat he ruled the whole earth. But no serious 
man can be taken in by that. In other words, the particularism 
of the polis, like Athens or Sparta, is simply replaced by the par¬ 
ticularism of the Seleucid empire, or the Ptolemian empire, if we 
call it that way, and that's all. This does not explain it. The 
reasons are deeper. Plato indicates in the fourth Book of the 
Republic in his famous noble lie that the primary intention, the 
fraternity which is in a way expected of us would be universal. 

But in fact it will only be the fraternity of fellow citizens. He 
does this in a simple way. He uses a word for earth which may mean 
the earth as a whole end then he replaces it by territory which can 
also mean the specific territory, this and not this. That is a sim¬ 
ple way to indicate the problem. Plato knew, and so did Aristotle, 
that there is a kind bond among all human beings, but this bond, 
being so universal, is very nondescript, so to say. People have 
to live together in one way or another to have a full obligation, 
to say nothing.of the fact that there are of course conflicts be¬ 
tween the various cities or whatever it may be, which are very im¬ 
portant and prevent (?) any factual universal beneficience, This, 

I think, was the true reason for that. Benevolence is of course 
not beneficience. If you wish well that this boxer should win the 
next match, you don't do, anything for him. And this is not some¬ 
thing praiseworthy. I mean if someone wishes well only to worthy 
people and worthy causes, this is surely a sign of practical wis¬ 
dom and virtue without question, but still if he doesn't do anything 
for them, and in most cases he cannot do anything for them, this is 
not something admirable. I wonder whether Aristotle's remark about 
hatred is connected with that, that he speaks about hatred somewhat 
more favorably than we would do. This just occurred to me. I mean 
we are struck (inaudible) that hatred is something petty (?).‘ If it 
is serious it is a kind of being enslaved by him or those whom we 
hate, a kind of inner dependence, Aristotle must have known that. 
But politically speaking, on a lower level, hatred is of course a 
very common phenomenon both within the city and among cities. Say 
the demos and the better people, there was a considerable degree 
of hatred between them in Greek cities as we know. Aristotle refers 
to it himself. Now whether it was really so that they loathed each 
other, wished the extinction of the other party without being pained 
by that, perhaps. I mean, if someone hates the Soviet Union is he 
pained by that, and I think you would have to say no. It’s not 
strictly speaking pain. You would have to think of a special situa¬ 
tion and then it would become anger. Perhaps this is the way to 
solving this difficulty, that we start from this kind of phenomenon. 

PorXaDC thic ic altogether cl <^ood way cona idcr 1 "they thuu^Il L 

about human (inaudible) beneficience or benevolence, in order to 
come to that point. But I'm not satisfied with that. Now was there 
anyone else? If not we will meet again next Monday. 



Lecture IX 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , May 11, 1964 


Strauss: Aristotle doesn't discuss, you say, shamelessness. He 
only refers to it as the opposite of shame. 

Student: He says it can be described in terms of shame. 

Strauss: Yes, but is there not a simple reason for that. The ora¬ 
tor is compelled to make tho people sometimes (inaudible) shameful, 
filled with shame. Is he ever under the compulsion, provided he 
is tolerably decent, to make them shameless? 

Student: -Veil as I said in my paper it didn't seem to me that there 

would be much occasion for the rhetorician to rouse shamelessness 
in his audience as there would be say in the case of mildness, the 
opposite of anser, 

Strauss: There are, of course, shameless orators. The classic ex¬ 
ample is (inaudible), but this is not something that Aristotle 
would recommend, although he was quite successful for quite some 
time as you know. But on the other hand, how to instill people 
with shame this he must know. And is this not perhaps the equiva¬ 
lent in Aristotle, it occurs to me just now, of the exhortatory 
rhetoric for which I was looking in vain. To fill the public, the 
deliberative body, or the jury with shame is of course way of appeal 
ing to their (inaudible). 

Student: The things which you feel ashamed about are those which, 
you are ashamed when you don’t have a share in the honorable things, 
so this is . . . 

Strauss: But if they are shameless, they are, so to speak, unaware 
of their defects, and if they become shameful they become aware of 
their defects and therefore better men. So this one would have to 
consider in the context of this broad question regarding exhortatory 
rhetoric which was taken up before. Nov/ a few points. You empha¬ 
size the fact and I believe I know the reasons that for Aristotle 
pity is not the passion, just one among many. And you said this 
with an obvious polemical intent, because there must be a man or 
body of men who made pity the passion. 

Student: Well even today in our society pity is regarded as more, 
more stress is olaced on pity . . . 

Strauss: This is what I thought you meant. But you are perfectly 
correct when you say for Aristotle pity is in itself just one pas¬ 
sion among others and it has its good side and its bad and we must 
go into it before we make a wholesale accomodation of pity. I will 
take this up later. The appeal to pity by sight this was of course 
very common in Athenian forensic rhetoric. Socrates in the Apology 
refers to that. The defendant brought his kids in, so the poor 
kids would influence the jury. I have seen in this country, not 
in reality but on the screen, say a bar girl appearing as a witness 
and looking as the most modest housewife you could imagine. This 
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is also sight, sure. This has not changed. You had the greatest 
difficulty with indignation and you found that our view of indigna¬ 
tion is broader or deeper than Aristotle's view. Can you repeat 
your definition of indignation as you understand it. 

Student: Well it seemed to me that we feel indignation, or what 
we believe to be righteous indignation, also at occasions on which 
there is an injustice or injury done, as for example, an insult. 

Strauss: In other words, to someone else? 

Student: Not merely indignation felt at someone else's good for¬ 
tune, but also at another's wrong doing. 

Strauss: But this, I believe as you partly said, is anger. 

Student: .'/ell, it does seem that they are different, though. 

Aristotle says that anger involves desire for revenge, whereas it 
doesn't seem necessary to the other, 

Strauss: •■/ell revenge in the wider sense as redress (?) , surely 

he implies that, doesn’t he. I mean indignation. 

Student: To make things right again. 

Strauss: One point: Aristotle doesn't know indignation as a gener¬ 

al indignation. I mean indignation which is not indignation at in¬ 
dividuals or even groups. You know, it is not an indignation at 
injustice as such, or at society. 

Student: Well, the example I had was avuse of public office. We 
feel indignant. 

Strauss: Yes, we call this indignation, but perhaps (inaudible) 
is not quite the same thing as what we call indignation. The ques¬ 
tion is how Aristotle would describe that. I think he would probab¬ 
ly say, you are rightly ancry. I believe he limits indignation to 
that particular case where we find a disproportion between desert 
and fate, so that if someone is a high official he doesn't discuss 
that. 

1 

Student: He looks at it, you know, in a positive way. He s indig¬ 
nant at someone who has undeserved good fortune, but not at somebody 
who just does wrong. Or another example, we are indignant at some¬ 
body who commits a shameful crime. 

Strauss: Then one would have to open the whole issue and make fully 

clear what we mean today by indignation and then confront it with 
Aristotle and see in the first olace what the root of the difference 
is, and only then could one settle the question who is rieht or 
wrong. Now the last point regarding old and young, now this is im¬ 
portant of course especially for the deliberative orator. In certain 
situations there may be a clear cleavaae between the old (inaudible). 
We have one . . . (inaudible). In Athens before the Sicilian expe¬ 
dition the young veneration was enthusiastic for that war, and the 
older generation was opoosed to it. The younger didn't know what 
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war means. They had not been in a war. And the older ones knew 
what a war means. Therefore if you have such a split audience you 
have to speak in such a way as to speak the language of the young 
and the old at the same time, speak as it were out of the two cor¬ 
ners of your mouth. That is quite an art. flow needless to say the 
same applies to other subjects, because the split into the old and 
the young is not the only one. There is also the rich and the poor, 
of whom we will speak later, and some other divisions. Now a few 
words about Mr. _ statement. That would be a quite natural tran¬ 
sition since we have had this long interruption. Mr. _ asked 

how is it possible for the orator to persuade men against their 
hatreds, given the fact that hatred never ceases. I think one must 
always look at specific phenomena. Take Churchill in 19^1* He 
hated Hitler as well as Stalin. In other words people may hate dif¬ 
ferent people and this variety alone gives the possibility of play¬ 
ing the one hatred against the other. This is one thing which can 
be done. The main ooint howeveer is in 1382 a 17. 


Students "It is evident then from what we have just said that it 
is possible to prove that men are enemies or friends . . . 


Strauss: 
Student s 
Strauss: 
Student: 


To show up men as being enemies or friends. 

"or to make them such if they are not . . , 

In other words you can arouse love or hatred, obviously, 
"to refute those who pretend that they are . . . 


Strauss: Who say that they are. This is a part of an answer to Mr. 

_ question. Some people say they hate, but they don't hate at 

least not sufficiently. This, I think, is an indication of this 
difficulty. Eut here's a more basic question. What does Aristotle 
think is the cause of hatred; for he says so little about it. He 
says so little about it, that is true, but on the other hand by say¬ 
ing that hatred is the opposite of love, of friendship, he says 
quite a bit. If you turn to the end of 1381 b, where he speaks of 
the kinds of friendship: 


Student: "Companionship, intimacy, kinship, and similar relations 

are species of friendship." 


Strauss: Yes, we only need that and then we know that those who 
are not comrades and relatives and (inaudible} are potential enemies. 
This is the transition to your next question, 'Would race prejudice 
be an example of what Aristotle considers hatred? I would say, not 
necessarily. Not necessarily, especially if both parties accept 
the situation. Think of what they now call the Uncle Tom negro and 
nice plantation owners. There is clearly race prejudice, but there 
is no hatred. That can happen. I mean, race prejudice has in it¬ 
self nothing to do with hatred. It may lead to hatred and hatred 
may also come out without previous prejudice from conflicts of in¬ 
terest. Now the antagonism of the Greeks and xhe Turks on Cyprus, 
that would be very clear. Because there is such a long history, of 
centuries, of terrible things done first by the Turks and later on 
(inaudible). This cannot be eradicated by conjurers. This goes 
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without saying. One can perhaos say that a general cause of hatred 
is that people hate others who deprive them of a great good or who 
do them great harm, especially if there is no hope of speedy recov¬ 
ery of the good in question. If one has taken away a eirl from a 
man the frequent reaction is hatred and other things remaining equal 
this hatred may remain until the end of his life. This is 1 think 
so obvious and is so much implied in what Aristotle says that (inau¬ 
dible) . But now the chief point in your statement was to draw my 
attention to how a certain kind of modern psychology deals with 
this kind of question in contradistinction to Aristotle. Well 
since you have taken such psychology courses at least in college 
you know these things much better than I do. I make only a few 
points. In (inaudible) we readi "The fundamental aim in life is 
to live and to live pleasurable." (inaudible) That's science. How 
do these two ladies know. I thought of two entirely different peo- 
Dle. Gne is the Cosa Nostra people who surely have this fundamental 
aim, and the other would be this most pleasant character, I hope 
you know him, Bernie .booster, in Wodehouse's novels this beautiful 
character, a drone who goes out of his way (inaudible), a charming 
man. Good. Now let us see, she says a lot about aggression: 

"Aggression and sexuality being integral parts of human nature are 
bound to function for either good or ill while life lasts." I sup¬ 
pose so. If an attempt is made to deny their rights, meaning the 
rights of aggression and sexuality, and excludes them from partici¬ 
pation in life for good they must flow into channels of hate and 
destructiveness. Yes, but what are these rights. That would be 
exactly the interesting question of aggressiveness and sexuality. 

And of course I do not even raise the question whether concern with 
honor and glory can be reduced to aggression and sexuality. That 
would lead beyond much more (inaudible). 

Hate expresses hostility and something deeper than anger. That is 
also what Aristotle says, only he doesn't use the word hostility 
because that expresses hostility, then the hostility precedes 
therefore hate. But what is hostility. Let us forget that. 

(reading?): Hate expresses hostility and something deeper than an¬ 
ger. Hate, like hostility, imelies hurt to others, expresses enmity, 
and seeks directly no socially constructive ends. That leads to 
certain questions, for example, the Turks and the Greeks. Is na¬ 
tional hatred incompatible with constructive social ends. That's 
at least an open question. All these wars of liberation waged in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries which are animated by a ha¬ 
tred without any doubt. . . This is an open question whether they . . . 
Surely a value free social science cannot pronounce on this subject 
with any dogmatism. (reading?): Hostility is an essential evil in 
oeople. Even an amoeba can have hostility. Now since amoebas are 
beinas without any responsibility, as I know without biology, there¬ 
fore this essential evil is not an evil for which people are respon¬ 
sible, I take it. If its the same thing, (reading): It is because 
of the high proportion of indiciduals filled with feelings of infer¬ 
iority and with reactions to it of pride, power seeking, and hostil¬ 
ity that we have so many of the world's problems. But the question 
arises simoly, are not these feelings of inferiority justified ,in 
many cases. That I call democratism, which of course has nothing 
to do with an intelligent adherence to democracy, namely a stupid 
egalitarianism which has no basis either in fact or in reason. 
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Basically it is the internal factors which are the sources of hos¬ 
tility. Well I have observed once James Baldwin, the well known 
Negro author, in action, and he had a lot of hostility, I would 
not assume for one moment, because I think it would be absolutely 
indecent, to find out whether he has internal factors (inaudible), 
but it was quite clear that the Negro situation as it is, which is 
an external factor, is productive of hostility. Now of course the 
more intelligent social scientists therefore don't leave it at 
Freudian psychology as you know, but also add Marx, the external 
factor and the internal factor, both. Now Aristotle did not know 
of Freud and Marx, but he does it in advance. He provides for both 
things, the external and the internal factors, and perhaps for some¬ 
thing else. 

Nov/ here a more general point. Well, of course, this question 
doesn't come up here. Did they sav anything about the fact value 
distinction? 

Students No. 

Strausss That, I believe, is generally so. You see, in some re¬ 
spects psychology is less advanced and less sophisticated methodolo¬ 
gically owing to the connection with medicine and the obvious neces¬ 
sity of making a distinction between health and sickness. Psycho¬ 
pathology also shares this common sense prejudice, and this switches 
then over into social psychology. So therefore they are simply not 
up to date. Now a behavioralist psychology, in the sense of a 
value free psychology is really impossible, but unfortunately if 
this is done with such a naivete, that people do not even think a- 
bout it in our age, then of course it is no good. Some assumption 
as to the fundamental aim in life, as they call it, i.e., the end 
of man, is absolutely necessary. Needless to say, this fact is not 
a solution, the end, as it were, but only the beginning. The com¬ 
plexity of life and its goals makes it necessary to go much deeper, 
much beyond this simple assertion that there are ends and aims in 
life. And of course one has also to consider here the variety of 
levels, and that is exactly the point which we have to do in read¬ 
ing the Rhetoric . If you compare the Rhetoric and the Ethics you 
see the variety of levels. The demands are much higher in the" 

Ethics than in the Rhetoric . 

Something that was mentioned earlier reminded me of (inaudible) 
distinction between true virtue and presumptive virtue. Now rhetoric 
has chiefly to do with presumptive virtue. But while this must be 
emphasized that the Ethics has a higher level and that one sees this 
particularly when comparing the treatment of happiness in both works, 
one must not be blind to the possibility that many things in the 
Ethics will be elucidated through the Rhetoric because the passions 
which are the subject matter of ethics at least as the matter on 
which we act may throw some light on the virtues themselves. Surely, 
as we have seen from the example of indignation today, what is accep¬ 
ted by opinion today is not in all points identical with what was 
accepted by opinion in Aristotle's times. This is true. One must 
realize this, and take this very seriously. But why is there such 
a difference? which means, what are the reasons given for this un¬ 
derstanding of indignation and the reasons given for that under- 
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standing of indignation. And then of course we will be able to know 
which reasons are the best. We must first know the reasons. This 
is absolutely necessary. The dogmatism which consists in disregar¬ 
ding all reasons as mere rationalizations cannot be tolerated. 

From no point of view, even if I happened to be a Freudian or a 
Marxist I would regard this as an outrageous dogmatism. One must 
begin with the manifest, as both these schools say, but you must 
take the manifest very seriously. It is . . . (inaudible), this 
understanding of indignation, that understanding of indignation, 
and then only can you explain it Marxistically, or psychoanalytically, 
or whatever. But without this qualified, or provisional, acceptance 
of the opinions, there is no possible beginning of meaningful study. 
And these opinions are, of course, prejudices. There is no question. 
Prejudice means every judgment (inaudible) sufficient examination. 

The wholesale rejection of prejudices, or Descartes' notion, the 
universal doubt once in one s life and then you get rid of the whole 
stuff forever, this is a fantastic thing. It's absolutely impossible. 
The trouble is that we do not know our opinions. How can we get rid 
of them by simply condemning them? The best thing is to start from 
the critique of specific questions, say the race prejudice. But if 
the race prejudice is attacked it is attacked on the basis of another 
prejudice. Either race is irrelevant regarding intellectual and 
moral virtue, or it is our duty to regard race as irrelevant. These 
two prejudices are distinguishable but are not always distinguished. 
Now even if there were genuine knowledge regarding this matter, it 
would not be genuine knowledge in the case of the citizens acting 
upon it. He would not know. He hasn't made a study of races. He 
is told that Professor so and so at Princeton has said this, and 
a Professor at Columbia has said that. That's only opinion. That’s 
not knowledge. And democracy means that the scientific experts ad¬ 
vise but do not rule. Even if democracy were the rule of debate, 
which is not quite true because debate must end sometime because we 
need decision, but even if democracy were the rule of debate the 
debate would not be scientific but rhetorical. Here we are back 
at Aristotle. 

Now I would like to make two additions to what we discussed last 
time. And first regarding chapter ? on grace, or how was it trans¬ 
lated here? 

Student* Benevolence. 

Strauss* Yes, benevolence is not quite good. This is the central 
chapter of the discussion of passion. Now Aristotle said earlier, 
at the beginning, 1378 a 8, the speaker must be thought to be pru¬ 
dent, good, and benevolent. Now this benevolence is akin to friend¬ 
ship. You remember what he means by that. If the speaker is re¬ 
garded as very shrewd, .and very fair and so forth, he is not neces¬ 
sarily benevolent to the addressees. Think of a Spartan gentleman 
addressing an Athenian deliberative assembly. He may be very wise; 
he may be very virtuous; but he is of course not an Athenian. So 
he must be presumed to be benevolent. Benevolence is akin to friend- 
shin but not identical to friendship. As we have seen, you can be 
benevolent without doing anything for the one to whom you are bene¬ 
volent. You are benevolent to that jockey, i.e., you wish that he 
wins, but you can't do anything about it. And of course there is 
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no necessary reciprocity in the case of benevolence. Whereas in 
the case of friendship reciprocity is essential. Now here we under¬ 
stand better the peculiar character of ch/ikis , grace as it is here 
called. It is like benevolence possible without reciprocity yet 
implies doing something for the other. And this is, I believe, what 
the orator needs. He must show that he has not only a cold, lan¬ 
guid benevolence, but that he has done something for the city, es¬ 
pecially of course if he is a foreign ambassador, as is particular¬ 
ly clear. The unpopular speaker must try to gain the benevolence 
of his audience by referrring to what he has done for them, and not 
merely to what he feels for them, because words are cheap. And on 
the other hand, no reciprocity is required. Think of the speaker 
who is respected because (inaudible) virtue but distrusted because 
of his origin or whatever it may be, or his family, or connections. 

So there is no reciprocity. There cannot be friendship. Therefore, 
this, I believe, is the reason why grace is the central thing. It 
is the thing required in addition to practical wisdom and virtue of 
the orator. 

Now another point which we discussed at some length last time, and 
that was Aristotle's analysis of hatred in contradistinction to an¬ 
ger. Aristotle says hatred is without pain, whereas anger is with 
pain. And this didn't seem to us, at least not to me, to agree with 
our own exoeriences. I believe one can understand this perhaps as 
follows. Anger does not go without pain. Now let us consider the 
context* rhetoric, and more particularly, forensic rhetoric, a judi¬ 
cial context. Anger attenuates — he killed a man but he did it 
in anger — but why? Because it is painful. He acted under this 
pain. Whereas desire does not attenuate, because it is not painful 
as such. We discussed earlier homicide and rape - , the two character¬ 
istic things. You remember also that according to Aristotle in the 
Ethics unjust actions which are committed in error, if they are com¬ 
mitted from error about facts, they are not unjust actions. But 
what is the criterion that it was done by error? The commission 
has been followed by repentance,i.e. pain. He's sorry for having 
done it. Now, let us come to the practical issue, the most inter¬ 
esting question connected with hatred, murder. Murder from hatred 
is inexcusable because hatred is not painful. It follows from this 
kind of legal logic. Because pain is a sign of dissatisfaction. 

The killing from hatred must be understood as sheer satisfaction. 
Since this is so, since he did not suffer at all, since he had sheer 
satisfaction, this is particularly revolting. And this element of 
revoltingness belongs to the element which we can call punitiveness, 
which is such a large part of human life. I wonder whether that is 
of some help in understanding what Aristotle says, in other words not 
to take it as a general psychological analysis but as an analysis 
within the context of judicial logic, the principles on which the 
peoole sitting in judgment act. These things have partly changed, 
not completely, and this has something to do with compassion (?). 

This subject we will come back to. I know I am very nasty if I don't 
allow discussion now, but we have to go on. Let us turn to chap¬ 
ter 8, and read the beginning. 

Student* "Let this suffice for grace and the opposite. We will 
now state what things and persons excite pity and the state of mind 
of those who feel it. Let pity then be a kind of pain excited by 



IX, 8 


the sight of evil, deadly or painful, which befalls one who does 
not deserve it, and evil which one might expect to come upon him¬ 
self or one of his friends, and when it seems near." 

Strauss» Let us stop here. Now the obvious kinship with fear is 
noticeable, because fear has also to do with the destructive or 
painful evil. This by the way is important, this kinship between 
pit.v and fear. Does anyone here think of it at this moment. Sure, 
tragedy. The combination of pity and fear is the (inaudible) of 
tragic passion. But of course the kinship with anger is also notice¬ 
able because of the unworthy, of the man who does not deserve it. 

You remember in the cese of anger there was said to be a sense of 
slight. We are not angry if we feel we deserve the (inaudible). 

Yet of course there is anger also on the basis of any obstruction. 

We know that. Hence, there is also compassion with people who de¬ 
serve what they got. That is I think a necessary inference from 
the situation (inaudible,) anger, and in addition an.obvious fact. 
Hobbes says something about people who have compassion, no it's not 
in the Leviathan , when a young murderer is sent to the gallows, 
which at that time was a public festival, and then the women, espec¬ 
ially the older ones, see this handsome fellow and have very great 
compassion. From their ooint of view he doesn't deserve it because 
he's good looking. Sure, this is the wrong kind of compassion from 
Aristotle's point of view. Aristotle's analysis of the passions 
has clearly normative imolications. Indiscriminate compassion, 
that he rejects as not worth considering. Now compassionate men 
are among others the educated men as we see in line 27 of the same 
section, and those who believe in the existence of decent men, 
that is the transition ot 1386 a 1. In other words, you must be¬ 
lieve in the existence of decent men, because if you think all men 
are indecent you can't have pity with them. They would all deserve 
their fate. That's what Aristotle means. Now the question of com¬ 
passion is of course crucial, esoecially since the days of Rousseau. 
Compassion has been said to be the virtue, or the rule (?) of all 
good men. Aristotle, of course, does not agree with that at all. 

The discussion of * in the Summa . Second Part, question 

30, especially on the basis of Augustine and Cicero, but without 
any reference to Aristotle because Aristotle would not be useful 
for this purpose, is only in fact against Aristotle. And here com¬ 
passion is treated as a virtue. For Aristotle there is not even a 
virtue regarding the passion of compassion. There is a virtue but 
(inaudible) regarding the passion of anger. But there is no virtue 
regarding the passion of compassion. What is more characteristic 
for Aristotle is admiration for virtue in suffering, rather than 
compassion with suffering. Compassion with suffering is there, but 
that's not the decisive ooint. Say Priam, who is taken as an exam¬ 
ple in the Ethics . he is not so much an object of compassion. At 
leasx equally important is the fact that his virtue shines through 
his sufferings. You mentioned Hobbes in the Leviathan . De Cive 
chapter 3 paragraph 10 is a bit stronger, because compassion is 
there presented as commanded by the natural law, and hence as a vir¬ 
tue , 

Student; In the chapter I quoted he put it the opposite way, that 
the opposite feeling was not natural. To take pleasure in another's 
pain is unnatural unless (inaudible). 
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Strauss: (inaudible) ... I mean you may say that this obviously 

requires a reason. 

Student: But the implication is that compassion is more natural. 

Strauss: That is perfectly . . . (inaudible), but in De Cive he 
goes beyond that. He says in effect that it is a virtue. Now this 
of course in Hobbes is very simple because since the root of all 
virtue is a passion, and the whole problem of the difference between 
pathos, passion, and ethos, character, does not exist in Hobbes. 
Consequently . . . (inaudible). Now let us read the beginning of 
the next chapter. 

Student: Now what is called indignation is the antithesis to pity; 

for being pained at undeserved good fortune is in a manner contrary 
to being pained at undeserved bad fortune, and arises from the same 
character. And both emotions show good character . . . 

Strauss: They both are the passions of a decent character, or good 

character. In other words bad men do not have that. They can have 
a kind of spurious compassion, a kind of silly soft-heartedness. 

And similarly in indignation, like that fellow who brought his horn 
into the courtroom, I’ve forgotten his name, that could be construed 
as indignation but Aristotle would not allow it. 

Student: "Or if we sympathize with and pity those who suffer un¬ 

deservedly, we ought to be indignant with those who prosper undeser¬ 
vedly; for that v/hich happens beyond a man’s deserts is unjust. 
Wherefore we attribute this feeling even to gods." 

Strauss: Namely , what he calls indignation. All right, 

let us leave it at that. So the gods have , Well 

you know it plays a great role in the ordinary Greek notions, 
is even made a kind of goddess. But they bring down the high and 
mighty, which is also said to be (inaudible). But the more noble 
view, which Aristotle suggests, is that they bring down only those 
high and mighty who do not deserve to be high and mighty and there¬ 
fore it is clearly not envy but indignation. The implication is 
that the gods do not possess compassion. Does this make sense from 
Aristotle's point of view. For example, Nicias, a famous man, speaks 
of the gods as having pity, somewhere in Thucydides, (inaudible), 
but not from Aristotle's point of view. And why not? I think this 
is indicated, and this is one of the passages which you had in mind 
I believe, in chapter 5 towards the end. -Veil very simply, who has 
compassion is he who knows that he is not invulnerable to evil. 

And the gods be in* deathless are invulnerable. They are blessed 
and deathless by nature. Read the next paragraph. 

Student: "It would seem that envy also is similarly opoosed to 

pity, as being akin to or identical with indignation, although it 
is really different, Envy also is indeed a disturbing pain directed 
against good fortune but not at one who does not deserve it, but of 
one who is our equal and like. Nov/ all who feel envy and indigna¬ 
tion must have this in common, that they are distressed not because 
they think that any harm will happen to themselves but on account 
of their neighbor; for it will cease to be indignation and then be- 



IX, 10 


come fear if the pain and disturbance arise from the idea that harm 
may come to themselves from another s good fortune." 

Strauss* "/v* 5 too is a disturbance, a disturbance of the mind. 
That is true of all passions. All passions are forms of disturbance, 
of intoxication. It nay not be a pleasant drink. It may be a very 
painful drink, but all are forms of (inaudible). That is under¬ 
stood. Though Aristotle thinks they are nevertheless necessary to 
the functioning of human life. Shortly before 138? 2* 

Student* "And all t^ese feelings arise in the same character and 
their contraries from the contrary} for he who is malicious is also 
envious, since if the envious mar/Ls pained at another's possession 
or acquisition of good fortune he is bound to rejoice at the des¬ 
truction or non-acquisition of the same, .therefore, all these emo¬ 
tions are a hindrance to pity although they differ for the reasons 
stated, so that they are all equally useful for preventing any from 
feeling pity." 

Strauss* Surely the last is the consequence for the use of these 
thine-s by the orator. He must show, for example, that the defendant 
deserves his misery. He says, I am a poor man, so the orator shows 
that he is poor by his own fault. That take away that. Or, that 
he is not in misery. He claims to be in a condition of starvation, 
but then he shows that he has quite a big bank account and only pre¬ 
tends to live in poverty, and so on. But xhe more imoortant ooint, 

I think, is this. Why does the decent man feel pleasure at the 
misery of the wicked and pain at the felicity of the wicked, and 
pleasure at the felicity of the good and pain at the misery of the 
good. Shortly before this passage which you read Aristotle says, 
he necessarily exoects that what happens to other good men may hap¬ 
pen to him too, i.e., he knows that there is no necessary connection 
between desert and fate. I believe we come now to that passage where 
you had some difficulty about the wise man. Do you remember the 
passage? Let us proceed step by step. In 1387 a 13-15, which we 
do not have to read, men are not indignant at the possessors of vir¬ 
tue - ho one is indignant that someone possesses virtue - but at 
the possessors of wealth and such like things of which the good men 
are worthy, and the men of ffood birth, and the noble. So, in other 
words, true virtue shifts into presumptive virtue. If we try to 
state Aristotle's views* The favorites of nature and chance deserve 
good things. This is the position on which are divided acts in 
Thucydides, in the speeches. I come from an old, wealthy family; 
it's owed to me. Now let us (inaudible) from here. Why is this so? 

Student* "And since that which is owed seems closely to resemble 
that which is natural, it follows that if tv/o parties have the same 
aood men are more indignant with the one who h?.s recently acquired 
it and owes his prosperity to it; for the newly rich cause more an¬ 
noyance then those who have long possessed or inherited wealth." 

Strauss* Through inheritance, that's the key point. In other words 
we make a transition which may be impossible in logic and inevitable 
in practice from the good to the well born, from nature to the an¬ 
cients — well born means of course ancient families. That happens 
in all societies, even in democratic societies of course. I mean, 
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think of the Daughters of the American Revolution. What is implied 
in this, and disregarding any particular group, is the respect for 
the founders. And old injustice, like Spartan oppression of the 
(inaudible), was not regarded as oppressive in the way in which new 
oppression . . . (inaudible). Here you see the difference modern 
times, especially the twentieth century, and earlier times, because 
there is now no longer any recognition officially of any prescrip¬ 
tion, no prejudice of antiquity is recognized anymore. That here 
is a fundamental difference. But Aristotle still takes this older 
one as the natural one. By the way, if the favorites of nature de¬ 
serve good things, this would of course still more be true of the 
gods than of Alcibiades. Can one be indignant at Zeus outside the 
theater. Is it possible? Think of a public speaker. In other words, 
I believe one must consider these points, the gods coming in in the 
background of the rhetorical discussion. The old is distinguished 
from that which is by nature; the good is something different from 
the old. This is a thesis which Aristotle states so simply in his 
discussion of Hippodamus in the Second Book of the Politics . a ter¬ 
rific sentence; we do not seek the ancient but the good. This is, 
one can say, the most revolutionary principle which exists. And 
to that extent Aristotle was not a conservative, only Aristotle 
said that there is a Dresumption in favor of the old contrasted 
with the untried new, a presumption not a necessity. Now ’let us go 
on where we left off. 

Student: "The same applies to offices of state, power, numerous 

friends, virtuous children, and any other advantages of this kind. 

And if these advantages bring them some other advantage men are e- 
quallv indignant; for in this case also the newly rich who attain 
to office owing to their wealth cause more annoyance than those 
than those who have long been wealthy, and similarly in all other 
cases of the same kind." 

Strauss: In other words Aristotle refers here to a phenomenon, dis¬ 

like of the newly rich, which has not changed. A certain prejudice 
in favor of possession, prescription, still survives. And if our 
Communist enemies or friends say that this has radically changed 
one only has to remind oneself of what a Polish somewhat theoreti¬ 
cal Communist seems to have called "mels," which means Marx, Engels, 
Lenin, Stalin, the initials. They become a simple unit. In other 
words the reverence for mels, or let us even droD Stalin for the 
time being . . . (inaudible) defer to them, just as Marx had to de¬ 
fer to (inaudible). In one way or the other this is inevitable. 

Now go on. 

Student: "The reason is that the latter seem to possess what belongs 
to them, the former not; for that which all along shows itself in 
the sane light suggests a reality, so that the former seem to pos¬ 
sess what is not theirs." 

Strauss: So what is the reason then? These fellows of the old fam¬ 
ilies were born wealthy, end therefore it seems to belong to them, 
well, what is natural in this? (inaudible) Was he not also born 
with his property? That the situation is somewhat different does 
not escape Aristotle, but still it has a certain plausibility on 
which people act. <ve turn now to chapter 10. Let us read 1387 b, 
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the beginning of that chapter, 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Studentj M It is equally clear for what reason, and of whom, and 
in what frame of mind are envious if envy is a kind of pain at the 
sight of good fortune in regard to the goods mentioned in the case 
of those like themselves and not for the sake of a man getting any¬ 
thing but because of others possessing it." 

Strauss j So here then the consideration is similar people, not 
good people, good or bad people. To that extent envy as such is 
morally neutral. I mean the envious man is not concerned with the 
goodness or badness of him whom he envies; he is only concerned with 
its belonging to the same group. For example, no Brazilian farmer 
is envious of a Chinese farmer. But in that village the farmer who 
does badly is likely to be envious of the other man. Envy presup- 
coses this comparison. There are differences, and I believe the 
difference between the two sexes is not uninteresting because, I 
believe, that envv and jealousy are somewhat more common among the 
female sex than amona the male, especially the extent. Because fem¬ 
ininity is here the term of comparison, whereas in (inaudible) not 
all men are particularly concerned witrt masculinity, v/ell there 
are many exceptions in relating (inaudible) do not share this weak¬ 
ness, but I only wanted to bring it in as one sign of what Aristotle 
means, that man is not simply envious of man. That is the point 
he wants to make. It must be a group. The group can be very large, 
but it is a subdivision of the human race. If there should be uni¬ 
versal envy, then this might be a consequence of the democratic 
principle, I deserve the same as the best, if this is a possible 
thought. But this is not that natural envy which Aristotle has in 
mind. Now let us read onlv a few points. In 87 b, where you left 
off. 

Student* "for those men will be envious who have or seem to have 
others like them. I mean like in birth, relationship, age, moral 
habit, reputation, and possessions. And those will be envious who 
possess all but one of these advantages. That is why those who at¬ 
tempt great things and succeed are envious, because they think that 
everyone is trying to deprive them of their own; and those who are 
honored for some special reason, especially for wisdom or happiness." 

Strauss* I think this would lead . . . this is a starting point to 
the view that the gods are (inaudible), because the gods have every¬ 
thing. But then there are certain honors, special honors say given 
to Pericles (?), and then they should have this honor. And especi¬ 
ally people who are honored for wisdom and bliss. The mere being 
honored say for wealth . . . (inaudible) because every sane being 
knows that wealth is not the greatest good. 

Student* Doesn’t this imply that those who are honored for wisdom 
and happiness are base? 

Strauss* '.Veil, they are envious, that's ho.v I understand this. 
Student* But envy, isn't that characteristic of base men? 
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Strauss* Mow let me see. Or maybe you are right, because it gives 
an enumeration of those who are envious. Yes, that is true. That 
would mean . . . Yes, I think you are right. Those who are honored 
on wisdom, on the ground of wisdom, are envious. But still, the 
question is are those who are honored on the grounds of wisdom in 
fact'wise (inaudible). 


Student* But they apparently aren't wise or happy. 

Strauss* But remember when he speaks here of happiness you have to 
read the chapter on happiness and see what happiness means, and then 
you will find a loner piece in which wisdom is practically absent. 

You remember that wisdom was mentioned at the beginning , . . 


Students He defines happiness in terms of ail these things we dis¬ 
cussed. 


Strauss* Without wisdom. 

Student* Yes, without wisdom. 

Strauss* So they are envious, but those who are honored are envious, 
not the wise as wise. And then he says, who are anxious to be re¬ 
garded as wise, because they are ambitious in regard to wisdom. 

Or was there something in the sequel you had in mind? 


Student* This was the passage. 

Strauss* Now we have to re3d a few more passages at the beginning 
of the next chapter about emulation. Now what Aristotle has in 
mind is fundamentally this simple distinction. When someone is con¬ 
fronted with a more or less equal man, socially equal, age, this 
kind of thing, who is superior to him, there are two possibilities* 
either envy or emulation. Envy is base* emulation is noble. In 
other words, envv would only like to prevent the other from doing 

his work, whereas emulation would induce the fellow to surpass him. 

In other words that is compatible with the free recognition of the 
merits, whereas the other leads to denigration. The distinction 
in itself is clear enough. Whether they are so radically distin¬ 
guished that there are not, that one can say that there is not a 
possibility of envy in the man who is emulous, that's a long ques¬ 
tion. For crude practical purposes the distinction is clear. That's 
the difference between engaging: in an open fight and shooting a man 
in the back. One wants to win honestly, and the other does not want 
to. He only wants to, he can't see the superiority of the other 
and wants to extinguish him. Now read this, the beginning. 

Student* "The frame of mind feel emulation, what things and per¬ 

sons give rise to it, will be clear from the following considerations. 
Let us assume that emulation is a feeling of pain at the evident pre¬ 
sence of highly valued goods, which are possible for us to obtain, 
in the possession of those who naturally resemble us," 

Strauss* Who are similar to us by nature. 

Student* "pain, not due to the fact that another possesses them, 
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but to the fact that we ourselves do not, Emulation, therefore, is 
virtuous and characteristic of virtuous men, whereas envy is base 
and characteristic of base mens for the one owing to emulation fits 
himself to obtain such goods, while the object of the other owing 
to envy is to prevent his neighbor from possessing them. Necessarily, 
then, those are emulous . . . 

Strauss: '.Ve cannot read that, but the main distinction, again 
Aristotle develops it. But it is also made clear, we must not for¬ 
get one point, when Aristotle speaks of these nice passions like e- 
mulation and compassion and indignation, these are all forms of per¬ 
turbation, a respectable one but nevertheless something eating a man 
— you can put it this way. And this eating takes away from your 
intellectual energy. However, here one point comes in which I think 
is of great importance. If the passions are ingredients of moral 
virtue, for example, that the moral man controls fear, controls emu¬ 
lation, or pity, or whatever it may be, but he is not free from then, 

then moral virtue as moral virtue cannot be strictly speaking seren¬ 
ity. To the extent to which I can trust the rather good index to 
the Bthics by Bywater, the word "pertubation," which Aristotle 

uses here, never occurs in the Ethics , but it would require a very 
thorough check. I would not trust any index completely. Now the 
last three chanters deal with the three forms of agei youth, cld age, 

and the middle age. And the middle age is of course the best from 

Aristotle's point of view, because the mean is the best, it's the 
peak. The young are lovers of honor and victory, rather than lovers 
of money. A greedy and stingy young man is more conspicuous than 
a greedy and stingy old man. They are good natured, full of hope, 
and trusting people, especially regarding . . , (inaudible), 1389 a 20: 

Student: "full of hope; for they are naturally as hot blooded as 

those who are drunken with wine and besides they have not yet exper¬ 
ienced many failures. For the most part they live in hope; for hope 
is concerned with the future as memory is with the past,” 

Strauss: Youth have their whole life before them. 

Student: "For the young the future is long the past short; for in 

the morning of life it is not possible for them to remember anything 
but they have everything to hope, which makes them easy to deceive, 
for they readily hope. And they are more courageous; for they are 
full of passion and hope. And the former of these prevents them 
fearing, while the latter inspires them with confidence; for no one 
fears when angry and hope of some advantage inspires confidence. And 
they are bashful; for as yet they fail to conceive of other things 
that are noble but have been educated solely by convention.” 

Strauss: Let us stop here for one monent. Nov; first the hopeful 

character: It can also be stated, ,youth - is the age of illusion, 
of noble illusions. Now young oeople know only the things which 
are noble by convention. Now is this not an exaggeration? Aristotle, 

I think, would argue this way. Even the things noble by nature they 
still know only through authority, through having listened to their 
elders. And to that extent, even the things by nature noble are for 
them noble by convention, and therefore because of this fact they 
are aiven to feeling shame. I believe what Aristotle means because 
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it is only by nomos, the noble, no true convictions, many lapses, 
shame. Or, the judge regarding things that are in the element of 
opinion is opinion, public opinion, outside of oneself, and there¬ 
fore the sense of shame. Aristotle could have said of course that 
young people are given to sense of shame because they cannot possibly 
have acquired that firmness in virtuous actions which requires long 
experience, as he says in the Sthics . But he doesn't say that here, 
and one would have to balance these two different statements and see 
which one comes closer. Now go on a bit. 

Students "They are highminded, for they have not yet been humbled 
by life nor have they experienced the force of necessity. Further, 
there is highmindedness in thinking oneself worthy of great things, 
a feeling which belongs to one who is full of hope. In their actions 
they prefer the noble to the useful. Their life is guided by their 
character rather than by calculations; for the latter aims at the 
useful, virtue at the noble. At this age more than any other they 
are fond of the friends and companions, because they take pleasure 
in living in company and as yet judge nothing by expediency, not 
even their friends." 

Strausss Now let us stop here. Yet, the difficulty is this. Youths 
do have character, don't they, or virtue, and when he says here, 
they live more by ethos than by calculation . . . The youths have 
character, or virtue, but no practical wisdom. The virtue which 
they have is a kind of, what Aristotle calls in the Sixth Book of 
the Sthics . natural virtue, not virtue strictly speaking. It’s some¬ 
thing which goes naturally with youth. Aristotle is of course think¬ 
ing of youth at its best. I don't have to tell you that. What 
Aristotle describes here is now, or at least when I was young, was 
called the well known idealism of youth. They do not have a suffi¬ 
cient awareness of how many things are impossible, practically impos¬ 
sible. Of course the word idealism doesn't exist in Aristotle, nor 
in Plato for that matter, because there are no ideas from their 
point of view. But something similar, what Aristotle means, the 
love of the noble and the disdain of all prudential considerations, 
and this is of course also (inaudible). He speaks in the sequel 
also of the cocksureness of young people. They believe to know ev¬ 
erything and they swear it is so. Nor do they know how soon they 
will see something elso which will render questionable what they 
now firmly assert. Let us read this absolute beauty, which we must 
read together, line 10-12 of this same 1389 b. 

Student* "They are fond of laughter and therefore witty, for wit is 
cultured insolence." 

Strauss* Is this not a beautiful statement. I prefer this sentence 
to ten pounds of modern psychology. Now the old men, in the next 
chapter. I don't believe you will find anywhere a more perfect 
(inaudible), also aesthetically (inaudible). Because the element of 
insilence of course belongs to that. In the case of teasing it's 
obvious. Culture is of course (inaudible), educated is better. Wit 
is educated insolence. Now the old men, we don't have to labor the 
point, are nasty and srunoy, low minded and stingy, loquacious and 
(inaudible). These are things which are in a general "/av true, why 
does Aristotle out this? Aristotle is compelled to counteract the 
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common opinion regarding the venerability of what are now called 
the senior citizens. After Aristotle had gone so far as to say the 
good is not identical with the old and since the premise, the good 
is the old, necessarily leads to the fact that the senior citizens 
are regarded as at the peak of wisdom, because they are the trans¬ 
mitters of the old, they are closer to antiquity than any of the la¬ 
ter ones, and therefore Aristotle is under compulsion I think to 
counteract that. Now the middle age is of course the best time for 
virtues. It's the prime, the peak. Where to put it is hard to say, 
Aristotle says up to Now what would be necessary, which we can¬ 

not do here, would be a close comparison, especially of chapters 12 
and 13, namely which items in the discussion of youth are paralleled 
in the discussion of (inaudible), and vice versa, and then see some 
more subtle things. I have not done it. 

(tape ends abruDtly and possibly prematurely) 



Lecture X 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , May 13» 19&4 


(in progress) Strauss j You showed again by deed how necessary it 
is, what you even did not pretend to do but what should be done some 
day by someone, to give a truly philosophic interpretation of the 
Rhetoric . meaning this, to make first clear without relying on the 
fact that rhetoric is a well known part of our great tradition, with¬ 
out relying on that, in other words going behind the establishment 
of rhetoric in the Aristotelian sense, just look freshly at it and 
see in the first place, and this means by having read the book n 
times, what is the point of view from which Aristotle looks at the 
human things in writing the Rhetoric . There are of course many 
phrases, catchwords, available for that, but I'll avoid these catch¬ 
words. And the only flaw which I discerned, and which is absolutely 
trivial, is this, that you omitted the second subdivision of imagined 
examples, the fables. But this is really a trivial thing, and the 
only and the only tiny external flaw which I could discern. Now to 
begin with the last point, why does Aristotle discuss only possibil¬ 
ity and, to some extent, impossibility and not necessity? I mean 
I do not wish to quibble and say that impossibility is of course 
necessity in reverse. Why is he concerned with the possible and 
not with the necessary? 

Student: Well in public speaking I don't think we can very often 
reach the necessary. 

Strauss: More simply. 

Student: We don't care about something which is done (inaudible). 

Strauss: But look at any debate. If the one answer were evidently 
necessary, there wouldn't be a debate. There must be at least a 
show of reason on the other side. A man is accused. If it were set¬ 
tled before the trial that he is guilty, there would be no argument. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes but they are not the burden (?) that could only come 
in in a subsidiary fashion. For example, that all men are mortal 
is tacitly presupposed in every discussion. But this is not the 
theme. People don't argue about it. Now a few more points about 
what you said. Now the question about wealth and piety we must dis¬ 
cuss, You discerned the importance of that point. .Ve must discuss 
this coherently when we come to that question. You saw quite rigtl.y 
that the most striking feature of Aristotle's discussion of noble 
birth is a critique cf noble birth. So if you read in some historian 
of ideas, that in the 17th and 18th centuries people began to doubt 
of the virtues of the feudal order based on noble birth and that 
this is a terrific event, they haven't read this chapter of the 
Rhetoric . This was only simply restored, as something very trivial. 
And of course there are many other passages. Plato says it very 
simply in the Theaetetus that everyone, I mean this man says he 
has sixty-four ancestors on both sides and all this kind of thing, 
a beautiful pedigree, and Plato simply says everyone of us has this. 
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So, I nean, there is a silly prejudice in favor of, that Aristotle 
is not a Jacobin goes without saying, but it is not a peculiarity 
of Jacobinism to doubt the respectability of nobility as such. At 
the beginning of your paper you raised a very grave question, regard¬ 
ing the goods of fortune with which Aristotle is concerned in these 
chapters, 15-17. .'/hat precisely is a good of fortune? Aristotle 
mentions here only noble birth, wealth, and power, political oower, 
and not for example health and beauty. And you saw that the defini¬ 
tion of goods of fortune in other places differs from the one used 
here. Now but if we look at the context I believe we can understand 
the reason. Now let us first take the rich and the poor as one ex¬ 
ample. v’hen he discussed the old and the young Aristotle came up 
with a conclusion as to which is the best age. Do you remember that? 

Student: Middle age. 

Strauss: dhat would be the analogy regarding the issue of rich and 

poor? 

Student: A man with enough to live but not too much. 

Strauss: The middle class, we can say. And is there any external 
evidence that Aristotle held this view? 

Student: Weil yes, I think his own life. 

Strauss: No, this is not enough. I mean, writings. 

Student: The Politics ? 

Strauss: Politics : a long discussion that the middle class is the 
best. Good. 3u-t interesting enough, Aristotle does not make this 
remark here regarding the rich and the poor. Nov/ if we look at these 
things we will see the case, of the rich and the poor, the noble one 
and the baseone is perfectly clear. fi hat is the difference between 
such things as the noble and the base, the rich and the poor on the 
hand and the beautiful and the ugly or the healthy and the sick on 
the other? 

Student: Responsibility. 

Strauss: - Why responsibility? Are people responsible for their 
noble birth? Of course not. 


Student: 


meant noble character. (inaudible) 


Strauss: Do 
feet tall is 
that. Still, 
seems to indi 
can be called 
The noble and 
and the poor 
the beautiful 
It might be t 
society by co 


you mean whether a man is say six feet tall or four 
not properly called a good of fortune? He is born to 
don't we soeak of the accident of birth still, which 
cate that from one point of view nobility and so on 
goods of fortune. No, but some thing very obvious . . . 
the base are distinct parts of society. The rich 
are distinct parts of society. Whereas the ugly and 
■are not distinct parts of society except by accident, 
hat a very fine looking conqueror race becomes the ruling 
nquest, and then there would be by accident, the noble 
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ones would be the beautiful ones and the ugly ones would be the lo¬ 
wer class. 3ut that is accidental, not essential. But is this not 
obvious that whatever you nay think about beauty it is not as such 
politically relevant. I have mentioned more than once the case of 
Me Nutt (?), of no 7 / forgotten ereatness who was notorious for his 
being handsome and it didn't prove to be ah asset in political life. 
People now say even that one of the advantages of Che present 
President compared with his predecessor is that he is not so attrac¬ 
tive, or he is not so Dhotogenic. I believe photopenic is one sub¬ 
division of beauty. I have never given it any thought. So, I be¬ 
lieve, Aristotle picks those differences which are as such politi¬ 
cally relevant. And those between t*e men in cower and those who 
have no power is obviously politically relevant. These are the goods 
of fortune which (inaudible). The others he disregards here. 

V/h ether that is sufficient . to clarify this matter is another ques¬ 
tion. The ordinary distinction is the distinction between internal 
goods, or goods of the soul; bodily goods, to which of course health 
and beauty would belong, and strength; and external goods, the most 
simple case being wealth. But also, for example, the reputation is 
external to you in so far as it is not a part of your immediate be¬ 
ing as a living being. Good. I will leave it at- these remarks and 
turn right away to chapter 15. 

Now these chapters 15-17 deal with the goods from fortune, which as 
such have an effect on character. That is Aristotle’s principle of 
selection. Now whether beauty and ugliness has as such an effect 
on character is at least a question, whereas in a broad considera¬ 
tion wealth and poverty do have such an effect because there are 
certain group characteristics. >Ve cannot well speak of group char¬ 
acteristics of the beautiful on the one hand and the ugly on the ot¬ 
her. Good. Now chapter 15, noble birth. And this deals indirect¬ 
ly with the question of the relation of the good and the ancient, 
obviously, because noble birth is ancient lineage. You know, this 
question of the good and the ancient has been taken up last time in 
1387 a 16 and 2^-25* We cannot read that now. Let us turn now to 
chapter 15, 1390 b, near the beginning of the paragraph. He says 
that men of noble birth are in the habit of despising, of looking 
down on those men, those contemporaries of theirs, who are similar 
to their own ancestors. Do you have that? 

Students "Such men are prone to look down even upon those who are 
as important as their ancestors, because the same things are more 
honorable and inspire greater vanity when remote than when they are 
recent." 

Strauss; Again, this is the prejudice of antiquity, -‘/hat he trans¬ 
lates bv "vanity" is more literally "a good subject of boasting," 
one could say. The ancient has a certain glamor and this glamor of 
the ancients is because this famous ancestor who founded that ducal 
house say under Henry VIII by spoiling monasteries some people would 
say. He may be far inferior to, say to the present Lord Russell 
for all I know, maybe, but yet this old, the founder, has a reputa¬ 
tion which the present Lord, in spite of his liberal principles, 
can never acquire, because of ^000 years. No 1 .*/ read on. 

"The idea of noble birth refers to excellence of race, 


Student: 
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that of noble character to not degenerating from the family type," 

Strauss j I.e., that's to say there are, the implication is that 
true noblemen would have both virtuous ancestors and himself virtuous. 
But there is no necessity, of course, for that. 

Student: . "a quality not as a rule found in those of noble birth, 
most of whom are good for nothing." 

Strauss: Or are cheap, more literally translated. Very few noble¬ 

men are themselves noble. Go on. 

Student: "for in the generations of men there is a kind of crop as 

in the fruits of the field. Sometimes if the race is good for a cer¬ 
tain period men out of the common are born in it and then it deter¬ 
iorates." 

Strauss: The famous families like that of Bach, some families of 

mathematicians, some ruling houses. After all look at the Hohenzol- 
lern house. You had the Great elector and Frederick the Great, a 
relatively succession. And there are other ruling houses which pro¬ 
duced very outstanding men. But this is only for a time. 

Student: "Highly gifted families often degenerate into maniacs, as 

for example the descendants of Alcibiades and the elder Dionysius, 
those which are stable into fools and dullards like the descendants 
of Cimon, Pericles and Socrates." 

Strauss: Isn't that interesting. In other words, the reason for 

this whole thing is nature. Now peode would say the laws of here¬ 
dity. Surely a bit more is known about these matters than was known 
before, but the fundamental (inaudible,) remains. Precisely on the 
basis of the Mendelian laws, you cannot be sure which abominable 
great grand uncle will assert himself into your first born son. The 
gamble remains therefore fundamentally the same. It is interesting 
here that Alciabides is more gifted than Pericles from this remark, 
which incidentally is, I think, also the suggestion of Thucydides 
in his history. But more strange is that he is even more gifted 
than Socrates, because (inaudible) these steady fellows, steady and 
not sifted, and what Aristotle thought is not clear. Perhaps he 
lacked that brilliance which Alcibiades had. That is possible. It 
is (inaudible) to understand this passage. But what he thinks is 
what Plato meant by the distinction between the manly and the sedate, 
sober, moderate, a favorite distinction of Plato. Only Aristotle 
reinteroreted it for a reason which is not pertinent here. Now 
this much about noble birth. But you were perfectly riaht. The 
criticism of the very notion of nobility, of noble descent, is sure¬ 
ly important, and in Aristotle's case it is perfectly free from envy 
and this kind of thing which have played such a areat role in modern 
criticism of hereditary nobility. 

Regarding wealth, discussed in the next chapter, we nay limit our¬ 
selves to a statement towards the end. <Vhat is ethos of rich, of 
wealth, lines 13 - 1 ^. 

"Ihe character of the rich man is that of a fool favored 


Student: 
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by fortune." 

Strauss* Yes, (inaudible) which doesn't mean that there are not 
rich men who are sensible and decent and virtuous, but qua rich. , . 

I mean if Aristotle was anti-democratic, which in a sense he doubt¬ 
less was, this had nothing to do with vulgar prejudice. This can 
be shown by such passages. He regarded a certain amount of wealth 
as highly desirable for office holders. This is a defensible posi¬ 
tion. How would they have the leisure if they do not have indepen¬ 
dent means. And if these independent means are supplied by a party, 
then he is at the mercy of the party (inaudible). He is no longer 
an independent man. One simply should forget about these idiotic 
explanations of Aristotle's non-democratic view in terms of mere 
class prejudice. This goes without saying. Now let us come to the 
last chapter about Dower, surely meaning oolitical power. Let us 
read this brief chapter. 

Student* "In regard to power, nearly all the characters to which 
it gives rise are equally clear* for cower compared with wealth ex¬ 
hibits partly identical and partly superior characteristics." 

Strauss: So in other words power qua power is better than wealth 
qua wealth, contrary to the view which one hears sometimes ascribed 
to Lord Acton, that power corrupts. Power corrupts less than wealth 
according to Aristotle. It may corrupt, surely, but it doesn't ne¬ 
cessarily. 

Student* "Thus, the powerful are more ambitious and more manly in 
character than the rich, since they aim at the performance of deeds 
which their power gives them the opportunity of carrying out," 

Strauss* In other words, and the rich as rich do not have this in¬ 
centive. They want to enjoy their wealth. 

Student* "And they are more energetic; for being all obliged to 
look after their power they are always on the watch. And they are 
dignified rather than heavily pompous; for their rank renders them 
more conspicuous so that they avoid excess. And this dignity is a 
mild and oecent pomposity. And their wrong doings are never petty 
but great." 

Strauss* Yes, which is in a way something good. In other words, 
they would not forge checks and this kind of thing. The case of 
Bobby Baker would probably prove that he doesn’t even belong to the 
powerful, but to the rich or the would be rich. Good. Now this 
remark about dignity is especially interesting. The word is in 
Greek " Sc/* /vc/»* one could also translate it by "stateliness," 

a soft and decent looking heaviness, importunity, pomposity, in ot¬ 
her words, a mitigated pomposity, a decent form of pomposity is dig¬ 
nity. You see Aristotle can be very nastily epigrammatic (?) if 
he wants to be. Think back to the definition of wit which we dis¬ 
cussed last time as educated insolence. I believe it is more true 
to oresent day English, if I can be trusted in this matter, to trans¬ 
late it as civilized insolence. I think the word "civilized" has 
taken over much of the meaning of the word "educared." Now we must 
not mistake the descriotion of the rich and the oowerful for des- 

i * 

cribina the business ran and the oolitician. That is absolutely 
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clear, because it wouldn't be true of the businessman. The business¬ 
man is not as such a man concerned with just enjoying his wealth. 
That's clear. And rhe politician is also not necessarily concerned 
with these kinds of deeds, conspicuous deeds,' which Aristotle has 
in mind, A wheeler and dealer is also a politician. (inaudible), 
What is now here translated as dignity is not mentioned or discussed 
in the Ethics , The magnanimous man, who is the perfectly virtuous 
nan, does not have this quality of dignity. But it is treated as 
a virtue in the Eudemian Ethics , the smaller ethics, 1233 b 35fft 
and is there oresented as a mean between self-willedness and obse¬ 
quiousness. In other words, the self-willed who is completely un¬ 
concerned v/ith the others and the obsequious who is too much concer¬ 
ned with the others. But characteristically in the more perfect 
ethics it is not mentioned, What is the definition of dignity given 
by La Rochefoucauld, a nan notorious for his malicious tongue? I 
forgot what it is, but it was also a nasty remark about the pompos¬ 
ity implied in it. That’s a truth then that was obviously known 
to Aristotle, as you see here. Now we must now come to the passage 
a bit later, at the transition from 1391 a to b, what he says about 
this kind of people, where he comes to the question about the gods. 
These oeople are too arrogant and too unreasonable because of their 
good luck. 

Student: "Now although men are more arrogant and thoughtless owing 

to good fortune, it is accompanied by a most precious quality. For¬ 
tunate men stand in a certain relation to the divinity and love the 
gods, having confidence in them owing to the benefits they have re¬ 
ceived from fortune." 

Strauss: Now there is only one thing which must be changed* "One 
most excellent character, ethos, follows good luck," and that name¬ 
ly what we can loosely call piety, at least a piety of sorts. This 
love of the gods is not treated as a virtue, i.e,, as a good ethos, 
a good character, in the Ethics , Now this is of course very strange 
as was observed and we cannot help thinking of the diametrically op- 
•ocsed tradition in which we were brought up, just to mention the 
very common views of the term "the poor ones," in the sense of the 
oious ones, in the (inaudible). Now in his comment on the passage, 
Cope says lovers of the gods got fearing, we say (?). But he doesn’t 
reflect sufficiently about the very crucial difference between god 
loving and god fearing. Now Aristotle must have known the fact to 
which you referred, that people frequently in misery or distress 
turn to the gods, I mean there is sufficient evidence from other 
Greek writers that this was very common and known to them. But 
why does Aristotle speak only cf this side of the matter? v/hat po¬ 
sition could say a Greek take towards his wealth with a view to think 
ir.g about the gods? 

Student: Well he could think that the gods had given him this wealth 

Strauss: .'/ell that’s what they do, that's fine. But they could 

also tako another view, especially if they are very wealthy and e- 
verything goes fire. If they are not thoughtless people what appre¬ 
hension ... 

Student: The gods mieht be jealous of them. 
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Strauss: Envy. And this is what Aristotle thinks is a lower kind 
of piety than to be grateful to the gods and to love the gods be¬ 
cause they have been good to us. This does not completely dispose 
of the other, but the fearing of the gods I think Aristotle would 
have disliked as fearing. There is a Greek word for fearing gods, 
a very common word, "ocfS' 0 /u/no/v,H,'‘ fearing of divinities, not of 
demons, because demons is then understood in the Christian sense „ 
but fearing of divine beings. And that is xhe equivalent to what 
is now called superstition. And that I think indicates the Aristote¬ 
lian reason. The fear of the gods he doesn't want. But the best 
thing is possible, without going to the question whether the popu¬ 
lar gods exist at all, once one accepts them the best position pos¬ 
sible is that one loves them. And this is easier for the lucky ones. 
This is a very sober statement of Aristotle. I do not know whether 
this satisfies you as a statement of the truth. 


Student: It doesn’t seem quite . . . 

Strauss: But is it not reasonable as a position of Aristotle? 


Student: Yes, 

Strauss: And you are, in other words, what is the provision for 

the ooor? 


Student: Right. 

Strauss: Then we are absolutely left to our own devices to figure 

out Aristotle's answer to that, absolutely left to our own devices. 
'll ould he wish to take away the comfort, perhaos the only comfort 
which the poor and the distressed have? .vhy not? 

Student: It's obvious. 


Strauss: Well 1 would like to spell out this obvious . . . 

Student: Politically it would help . . , 

Strauss: No, no, simpler. One thing which I think we simply must 
assume and which will be confirmed, Aristotle was a decent man. I 
mean this kind of trust I think he generates and this must also not 
be abandoned for light and transient causes. So if we are confront¬ 
ed with such a question, we should say how would a decent man, a 
man (inaudible) who says compassion belongs to a decent character 
— you remember, it's not a. virtue but it belongs to a decent charac¬ 
ter — but he would say this, and this I believe is crucial, since 
this kind of thing belongs to the poor it is also stricken with the 
essential defects of the poor. I give you another example where I 
make this clear to myself, because these things are not easy to find. 

Some of the most important presuppositions are of course not stated, 
because they never became an issue for anyone. For example, when 
the Greek democracy, and Aristotle only formulates that, defines it¬ 
self rule of all, in fact Aristotle says it's the rule of the poor. 

Now xhat it defined itself as the rule of all is clearly demonstrable, 
because they did not exclude the rich and the gentlemen from citizenship. 
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That they are in a way excluded, because they are in a minority, 
you know this famous objection to formal democracy, this is true. 

Rut why did they not argue, we are those who are underprivileged, 
roor, and the only way in which we can redress the balance is by 
political power. The others have what now would be called economic 
power. Why did they not do this? I think a very simple reason 
which v/e can all understand although it is no longer of any use in 
present day political discussion. You cannot base a right on a de¬ 
fect. Poverty is a defect. It may have some accidental advantages. 
That's another natter. But in itself it's a defect. But freedom, 
being a free born . . . (inaudible). You know this kind of aoproach 
is underlying that. So that what belongs essentially to the poor, 
what is at home in poverty, is by this very fact discredited. This 
doesn't mean that it (inaudible) abolished, and that one should be 
callous regarding it. Poverty goes together according to Aristotle 
with lack of education, especially formation of character. And this 
is not an abstract statement. This is based on a very simple con¬ 
sideration. The woman folk of the poor have to work in other people's 
houses. They cannot be guarded and watched by the father and broth¬ 
ers as the women folk of the well to do can. Therefore their repu¬ 
tation cannot be that of the well to do. This is the kind of thing 
which Aristotle has in mind. I hope this has been of some help to 
make clear these few points. To claim a right on the basis of de¬ 
fects — I am underprivileged, I come frorr^a broken home, I have 
been given a raw deal, and therefore — it's absolutely impossible. 

You may claim something more for yourself or others on the basis of 
merit, of course. I mean if Pericles did what he did for Athens 
for so many years he can raise a claim to higher honor and higher 
considerations then (inaudible) can, of course. I would not even 
call it hard-hearted, but hard-headed. And I think that is also at 
the bottom of this (inaudible). Aristotle likes better a piety com¬ 
ing from gratitude than a piety coming from need. You can. put it 
this way. 

Student: Now what is the difference between piety coming from grati¬ 

tude and piety that extends from fear of envy on the part of the 
gods? 

Strauss: This Aristotle would dismiss as superstitution. He says 
so. The poets say that the gods are envious, Aristotle says in the 
Metaphysics , First Book, but the poets say many lies. It's absurd 
that the gods can be envious. We are supposed to respect them. Do 
you respect an envious human being? No.' Hence how can you respect 
an envious god? It's as easy as that for Aristotle. Good, 

Student: C 0 uldn't you also consider that he doesn't mention the 

piety of the poor because to mention it would be (inaudible) to take 
away their last solace which might lead to political instability? 

Strauss: Sure, but you must not forget another point. You must 
not forget that there was one event which had a very great impact 
on everyone concerned. And that was the death of Socrates, Now 
Socrates was condemned and executed by the democracy, by the demos, 
not by the oligarchs. They also didn’t like Socrates but (inaudible). 
This was a general view, I have written occasionally about it, it 
is generally not sufficiently considered that the lower classes could 
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be particularly dear to the intellectuals. I deliberately use this 
abominable word now. But you know that when meeting an issue you 
have also to use the terms. This view is sheer nonsense. This hap¬ 
pened in the nineteenth century. Then this famous alliance, of 
which the greatest representative was Marx, of the intellectual 
with the lowest proletariat. The general view in the past was that 
the middle class, especially the urban middle class, are more open 
to philosophy to any other part of society. Kings are too undepen¬ 
dable, You know, one may be open, another not. This kind of study 
has never been made because the Droblem of philosophy and society 
is not seen, because the simple worcjl "culture," or whatever they 
say, conceals the difficulty. That s a very long question. And if 
someone wants to be a sociologist he has here a practically an un¬ 
touched pasture and can make terrific, how do they say, historical 
contributions. I mean historical in the sense in 'which they say 
the Test Ban Treaty was historical. Good. Now we turn to chapters 
I8ff and we have quite a few things to say. I have already neglected 
ny iron rule not to permit questions. 

So we have now finished the sections on passions and characters. 

The last six chapters dealt with characters. Now these are two of 
the three concerns of the rhetoricians: passions and character as 
we have seen, 1356 a 1-4, for example. But the most important sub¬ 
ject is the convictions, the beliefs, and the core of these convic¬ 
tions is the enthymemes, as we were told at the beginning, 135^ a 12 - 15 , 
etc, the rhetorical syllogism. And now we gradually approach this 
core of the problem in the next few chapters, Ve do not know what 
an enthymeme is except that it’s a rhetorical syllogism. But one 
little thing we know already: The addressee of rhetoric is presumed 
to be simple minded, whereas the addressee of other syllogisms is 
not to be presumed to be simple minded. The passage is 135? a 11-12. 

But the difficulty is this. This simple minded fellow, which doesn’t 
mean that he doesn’t have a lot of horse (?) sense, I would say that 
he’s not sophisticated. That would be a good American rendition. 

But this simple minded fellow is not merely the addressee, as in a 
sermon, but the judge. I mean a sermon, whether he says afterwards 
that this was a good or bad sermon, that is not strictly speaking 
to be a judge. This judgment of his is absolutely irrelevant. Where¬ 
as the judgment of the member of the jury, guilty or innocent, or 
of the member of the deliberative assembly, to make war or not make 
war, for example, is of course a judgment with teeth in it. In this 
sense he is the judge. Now this is stated by Aristotle in a very 
dark way at the beginning of chapter 18 and it is perfectly possible 
that there is something wrong with the text. I will give a very 
brief summary. 

Aristotle distinguishes here in fact between a strict meaning of 
rhetoric and a large meaning. In the strict sense only politically 
effective speeches on political natters, forensic or deliberative, 
belong to rhetoric. In the large sense even the persuasion of an 
individual belongs to rhetoric. You know that we have discussed in 
connection with the relation between the Rhetoric and the Gordias, 
he refers to that. Now he goes on to say that the opinions peculiar 
to each of the three kinds of rhetoric, forensic, deliberative, and 
epideictic, from which the proofs are derived have been given in 
Bock One. Now we turn to what is common to ail three kinds of 
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rhetoric. This is a general description of the subject of chapters 
19ff. Now there is a certain ambiguity here which we will take up 
when we come to chanter 20. What are these things which come up 
everywhere? These are things like possible and impossible, did it 
haopen or will it happen, and large or small, in other words the 
arguments a fortiori and so on. Ve should dwell for a moment on 
some of these examples, because hitherto we haven't had a single 
example of an enthymeme. That was (inaudible). Here v/e gets the 
first taste of this kind of thing. Now let us turn to chapter 19, 
the beginning. 


Student: "Let us first speak of the possible and the impossible. 

If of two contrary things it is possible for one to exist or come 
into existence, then it would seem that the other is equally possible. 
For instance, if a man can be cured he can also be ill; for the po¬ 
tentiality of contraries qua contraries is the same." 

Strauss: Now let us stop here for one moment. Now Aristotle demands 

from us a relatively great effort because these examples are not 
necessarily examples pertaining to forensic and deliberative rhetoric. 
We have to take other examples more pertinent to the subject matter. 
Now what is the situation in a forenoic situation, a defendant. 

Some people enter the courtroom with a certainty he is innocent, or 
let us take the more interesting case, with a certainty he is guilty. 
Now then the first thing which the orator has to do is to show that 
he may not be guilty, that it is only possible that he is guilty. 

And if it is possible that he is guilty, it is possible that he is 
innocent. Do you see the point? Or take the ether case. He is 
innocent. He has an unblemished record. He comes from a fine fam¬ 
ily and all this kind of thing. But for everything there is a first 
kind, is the obvious answer. .ihat I try rather poorly now x think 
we would have to do in all cases in order to make alive what is here 
reduced to the most severe abstract formula. But Aristotle thought 
of course of these kinds of things, what I called in another connec¬ 
tion somewhat differently, to tranform the two dimensional into the 
three dimensional. This we must do. We have no livery great from 
Aristotle here. That would be the task of the commentator. Other¬ 
wise v/e do not understand him properly. Consider deliberative; we 
nay win the war. I.e,, it is not necessary to win the war. (inau¬ 
dible) . . . The first outcome (inaudible) it is made clear, it is 
not necessary that we win this. I.e., it is possible that we win 
the war. And that moment the other fellow has already admitted it 
is possible that we lose the war. I mean if the question is so that 
there is absolute certainty, then no debate arises. This is trans- 
rhetorical, so to speak. 


Now let us take a few more examDies a little bit further on. Perhaps 
you should go on just where you left off. 


Student: "Similarly, if 
also is the other. And 
so also is the easier. 


excellent 
for it is 
house." 


of two like cases the one is possible, so 
if the harder of two things is possible, 

And if it is possible for a thing to be made 


or beautiful, it is oossible 
harder for a beautiful bouse 


or it to be made m general; 
to be made than for a mere 
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Strauss: That’s obvious. You soo, some of these things are not 

merely rhetorical. That is exactly the ooint. The rhetorician 
uses some arguments which are not limited to rhetoric, but the 
Doint is that the difference between these various kinds of topoi (?) 
is of no interest to the rhetorician as rhetorician. At least I 
do not see any general difficulty on this point. By the way, regar¬ 
din'? possible and imoossible we must never forget that the Greek 
word translated by "possible" is in many circumstances translated 
better by "feasible," Something may be possible on the north pole, 
and therefore it would be absurd to say it is not possible. But of 
course who is deliberating on the north pole. And so possible means 
in practice feasible for us here and now, and not logical possibility, 
not even general possibility for human beinas. Good, Now go on. 

Student: "Again, if the beginning is possible, so also is the end? 

for no impossible thing comes or begins to come into existence. 

For instance, that the diameter of a square be commensurable with 
the side of s square is neither possible nor could be possible," 

Strauss: Here is of course a minor difficulty. The example is all 

right, but it is not very political. You may be able to start a 
war when you wish. But it does not follow that you can end it when 
you wish. This is a dubious premise, but sufficient nevertheless 
in rhetoric. A little bit later. These things are possible for 
which either eros, or desire, is by nature. 

Student: "And things which we love or desire naturally are possible; 

for as a rule no one loves the impossible or desires it," 

Strauss: The opposite end of Goethe's Faust (?): Him I love who 

desires the impossible. For Aristotle that is a fool who desires 
the imoossible. Aristotle is in no way a modern man. Yes but is 
this so. For example, here he makes a crucial qualification, that 
no one desires or loves the impossible generally speaking. There 
are cases where people love The impossible. I mean the fact that 
all desire it does not in any way prove that it is possible and still 
less that it is possible for you,, I mean for example sa.y to build 
up a big empire is perfectly for China but not for Albania, to take 
a very trivial example. And t v -e last point which I want to mention 
here is at the end of 1391 a and the beginning of b. 

Student: "And if the whole genus is among things possible to be 
made, so is the species, and if the species, so the genus. For ex¬ 
ample, if a vessel can be built so can a war-vessel, if a war-vessel 
so can a vessel," 

Strauss: Of course, the difficulties here are patent, Albania may 
— I like to use Albania as an example because that is so wholly 
outside the pale that nothing can happen to anyone -- now if Albania 
were able to build a bomb, or bombs, and although hydrogen is a species 
of bombs they fortunately cannot produce this species. Is this clear? 
Good, Now let us take the examples regarding practice (?), we can 
say. Now in the next paragraph, what is here: whether something 
has happened. This is of course most important in forensic rhetoric. 
Did he kill, did he commit murder, or did he not, lines 19-20: "And 
all, when they have made a decision and have The power, do it; for 
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nothing is in their way," Let us consider for a moment the charac¬ 
ter of this reasoning. He said, I killed that man. And he really 
hated him. In addition he had the opportunity, apart from the mo¬ 
tive, the gun, and all the other things. Does it prove that he 
committed the murder, the favorite theme of Perry Mason, And I 
think that this is not just the invention of this great novelist, 
Erie Stanley Gardner, tut it is a serious question. Of course he 
does not (inaudible). He may have changed his mind at the last 
moment. You see, it is very plausible. It can be even beyond the 
shadow of reasonable doubt, as we say. But this means, in other 
words, beyond the shadow of plausible doubt. It's not impossible. 
Now let us take a famous case, the case of Hitler. Hitler had writ¬ 
ten Me in Kamof and showed what he planned. He had overrun Austria, 
and Czechoslovakia. 'Would it truly follow, as Churchill above all 
others said, this famous formula, one by one. He will attack next 
Poland, or whatever it is, and then France, overcome the West. 
Strictly speaking it was only a probability in spite of that, I 
mean not only could he die , . . There was no certainty. People 
change their minds. I mean even if he wrote the Mein Kamof . that 
was the other argument against Churchill, the only thing one could 
say from a strict point of view in favor of Churchill whom I admire, 
very much was that it was a safe assumption, a safe assumption. It 
was no certainty. Similarly today it is possible, I think no one 
can deny that, that Soviet Russia will become more liberal. But of 
course it is possible. One cannot bank on it. One cannot base 
one's decisions in such matters on certainties, but only on possi¬ 
bilities and then it is indeed a good, safe, and wise maxim, bank 
on the worst possibility. Bank on The worst possibility in such a 
way as not to preclude if you can have it the emergence of a better 
possibility. But the priority I think in this case is perfectly 
clear. 

Now these kinds of things have always to do,- • as we say, with 
possibilities, and if the possibility is high we call it probability. 
And since probabilities can be made the subject of a mathematical 
discipline, a calculus of probabilities, one could say, well let us 
give over the matter to mathematicians, Aristotle does not mean 
that at all. And the fact that there was no probability calculus 
in his time was the least important reason. The key point is simply 
this. The most probable is in.a sense the least probable to be 
chosen by the enemy. Because both sides know somehow what the most 
probable is and protect themselves against it. And therefore what 
is the least probable or the intermediate probability is, is impos¬ 
sible to figure out and could not be figured out but only found out 
by timely defections. If someone in the inner council of xhe enemy 
would defect, this would make superfluous reams of figurings out 
done by (inaudible), v/ould you admit that in spite of the fact 
that you are a mathematician? Good. 

Now the last item discussed here, the greater and smaller, was al¬ 
ready discussed in chapter 7 of the First Book, so we don’t have to 
sneak about that. I have now to proceed rather fast. Now the next 
chapter, chapter 20: The subject matter of chapter 19 was the com¬ 
mon, what is common to all kinds of rhetoric. Eut this was still 
in a way non-common, or peculiar. 7/e might say that Aristotle means 
now by the common the formal. This is not Aristotle's language but 
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just for convenience sake. Because the consideration of possible 
?.nd impossible, did it haooen or did it not happen, will it happen 
or not, are still substantive considerations. Now he deals only 
with the forms of proof. Good. And he speaks first of examples 
because in a way examples precede the enthymemes. Every enthymeme 
is based on premises, as every syllogism is based on premises, but 
the oremises are reached primarily, ultimately by induction. And 
therefore induction comes first, but induction in rhetoric is the 
examole, as Aristotle outs it. Now he distinguishes between two 
kinds of examples: actual examples and invented examples. Actual 
examoles is what we now call historical examples, say particular 
cases with orooer names, for example, the Persian Kina and Greece. 

And the other, the invented ones, are either comparisons, more liter¬ 
ally translated juxtaoositions, and speeches, meaning here fables, 
like those of Aesop, for example — you establish something by tel¬ 
ling a fable. v<e will discuss perhaps the example of Socrates, which 
is quite interesting, 1393 b 4-8, as an example of parable, of one 
form of invented examples. 

Student: "Comparison is illustrated by the sayings of Socrates. 

For instance, if one were to say that magistrates should not be 
chosen by lot; for this would be the same as choosing as represen¬ 
tative athletes not those competent to contend but those on whom 
the lot falls, or as choosing any of the sailors as the man who 
should take the helm, as if it were right that the choice should be 
decided by lot and not by a man's knowledge." 

Strauss: ’Why is this not true induction, but only rhetorical induc¬ 
tion? That would be the question. That is implied by Aristotle 
of course. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: For examole, (inaudible) takes the pilot. You don't 

choose a. oilot by lot, and the pilot is also responsible for your 
life in a way. ell, but you are of course on the right track. 

What Aristotle has in mind is the specific difference between the 
political ruler and the so called ruler of the ship is not considered 
in (inaudible). And therefore ix is rhetorical. In other words 
there may be some element of truth in what Aristotle says, but it 
is not established by that. It is superficial. May I give you an¬ 
other example which struck me even more than this. That is Socrates' 
argument to his son j when complained about 

Xantipoe, his mother, that she was unbearable. And then Socrates 
asked him — you know Socrates is one of these poker faced men — 
did she bite you? No. ..ell it can’t be too bad if she didn’t,bite 
you. 3ut she said terrible things to me which no one can hear]|get¬ 
ting indignant ... 

(first side of tape runs out) 

Have you heard whet terrible things the actors throw at each other 
in the theater? Yes. But they don't mean it. Does your mother 
mean it? Yon see, ancl the boy was of course helpless. But the am¬ 
biguity of meaning, The actors do not mean it in one sense and the 
mother does not mean it in another. This logical swindle is the 
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effeetiveness of this argument, of course. 

Now let us come now to the next point v/hich is the "o^c " in Greek, 
chanter 21, which is translated here by ''maxims." The traditional 
translation into Latin was "sententia." Is it still used? You 
still speak of a sententious (inaudible), don't you? Yes. This 
is a part of the enthymeme. Now a maxim is a. general statement re¬ 
garding objects of action, but not a syllogism regarding them. The 
syllogism would be an enthymeme. Eut either the premises or the 
conclusion of an enthymeme without the syllogism itself is a maxim. 

And so we come here closer to the subject of enthymeme than ever 
before. Now if we turn to 1394 a 29» if you would read that. 

Student: "But when the why and the wherefore are (inaudible), the 

(inaudible) makes an enthymeme. For instance, 'For not to speak 
of the charge of idleness brought against Them, they earn jealous 
hostility from the citizens.' Another example, "There is no man 
who is haDoy in everything.' or, 'There is no man who is really 
free.' The latter is a maxim but taken with the next verse is an 
enthymeme; for he is the slave of either wealth or fortune. Now 
if a maxim is -/hat what we have stated it follows that maxims . , . 

Strauss; Now let us stop here. Now here we have the first explicit 
examples of enthymemes in the Rhetoric . if I'm not mistaken, and 
therefore we should particularly observe them. Now do you see why 
these enthymemes are not strict syllogisms and yet have the form 
of svllogisms. For example, educated men are envied; but envy is 
something bad; hence, you should not become educated. That's a 
perfect syllogism. ..hat's wrong with that? 

Student: There is more to being educated than just having envy ... 

Strauss: Exactly. But something of this kind, some one defect or 
another of this kind, this we would always find. This incidentally 
is said by Medea in Euripides' tragedy. Now the other thing too. 

No man is free; hence, no man is happy. .'hat would Aristotle say, 
or Plato for that matter? 

Student: He 'would sa.y that the premise, no man is free, is a mis¬ 
take, because there are men who are substantially not (inaudible). 

Strauss; Sure, something like this.. Because we know that Plato 
regarded Socrates as a happy man. And therefore he must have assumed 
that men can be happy. In other words, these are all crude state¬ 
ments which have a great popular plausibility, but they don’t hold 
water. This is the point. Now let us see the next point, when he 
comes to the next quotation very shortly after. 

Student: "Now all those that state anything that is contrary to 

the general opinion or is a matter of dispute need demonstrative 
proof, bur those who do not need no (inaudible), either because they 
are already known as for instance, health is a nosx excellent thing 
for a man at least in our opinion, for this is generally agreed . 7 . 

Strauss: No, no. To the many, to the many. So this is perfectly 
good enough. If The manv agree with it you can make it as a (inaudible) 
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of a syllogism. It doesn't have to be true. Yes. 

Student: "or because no sooner are they utterred than they are 

clear to those who consider them, for instance, *He is no lover 
who does not love always.*" 

Strauss: Yes, this was said by , the wife of Priam, to 

in the Tro,jan >Vonen of Euripides in a very special situ¬ 
ation. She does not believe that has ceased to love 

Helen despite his saying so. You know, once a lover of Helen, al¬ 
ways a lover of Helen; more generally, once a lover of a woman, al¬ 
ways a lover of that woman. This is clearly not true, but the mere 
perfect metricality of the statement acts itself as an additional 
Droof. This is. the poetic syllogism which convinces merely by its 
perfect expression. Here in 1395 a 8-18, in the context where the 
verses from Homer are auoted. 


Student: "To express in general terms what is not general is es¬ 

pecially suitable in complaint or exaggeration." 


Strauss: You see 
from (inaudible), 
indignation. Mr 
can be seen from 
to create this 
(inaudible) 
not solve last tine, 
have to find a better 


•what he calls here exaggeration,'' in Greek 
That corresponds to the Latin word "indignatio," 

_ for your special information, -r , that 

Cicero's and Quintilian's views. They call that, 
kind of indignation. " used by Aristotle is 

indignation. That's the whole difficulty which we could 
It is badly translated by "indignation." We 
word for it. 


Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: I do not know, vindictive justice, or something of this 

kind. I do not claim that I can answer this question. It takes a 
very long time to find a proper equivalent. But this only in pas¬ 
sing. ’• *-**-» " is used by both Cicero and Quintilian, is trans¬ 

lated by "indignatio." Good. He says here, because these maxims 
are common, since all asree to them, they are thought to be correct. 
That doesn't mean that they are correct. But we don't want more 
in rhetoric. Let us read b. By the way I didn't get any questions 
in writing from any of you. Either you will give me such questions 
or I will return to my bad habits. Now read this. 


Student; "Further, maxims are of great assistance to speakers, first 
because of the vulgarity of the hearers . . . 


Strauss: Now listen with what ease Aristotle makes such an atrocious 

statement, with which everyone is of course but too familiar. But 
this is crucial. It goes for the whole book. 


Student: "who are nleased if an orator speaking generally hits upon 

the opinions which they especially hold." 

Strauss: This "especially" must be emphasized. He expresses uni¬ 

versally what they sense particularly, in the case at hand. They 
could nos express it universally and t s e.y get it then from him. 
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Student: "./hat I mean will be clear from the following and also 

how (inaudible) from the four maxims. The maxim, as we have said, 
is a statement of the general. Accordingly, the hearers are pleased 
to hear stated in general terms the opinion which they have already 
formed in particular. For instance, a man who happened to have bad 
neighbors or children would welcome anyone's statement that nothing 
is more troublesome than neighbors or more stupid than to beget 
children, -vherefore, the speaker should endeavor to guess how his 
hearers form their preconceived opinions and what they are and then 
express himself in general terms in regard to them. This is one 
of the advantages of the use of maxims. But another is greater; for 
it makes speeches ethical." 

Strauss: "Ethical" meaning expressive of character and giving a 

notion of the character of the speaker. 

Student: "Speeches have this character in which the moral purpose 

is clear." 

Strauss: The choice, the choice is clear, proairesis. 

Student: "And this is the effect of all maxims, becuase he who em¬ 

ploys them in a general matter declares his moral purposes. If then 
the maxims are good, they show the speaker also to be a man of good 
character." 

Strauss: This is sufficient. The crudity of the hearers is crucial. 

They cannot express generally what they think or feel in the parti¬ 
cular case. And therefore this is where the orator comes in. He 
can say what they only sense. The orator gives them a good conscience 
for the generalization. This makes them very happy, because man is 
a rational animal within his irrationalities and he wants to have a 
good conscience based on maxims. This is also of some importance 
for judging the influence of writers, because the distinction between 
speakers and writers is ultimately not tenable. Most are the authors 
of public utterances, addressed to the public. The famous question 
of Nietzsche's influence on Germany and how far this prepared the 
terrible things which happened afterward has very much to do with 
that. There is always, not only in Germany, a lot of actual and 
more of potential bestiality among human beings, but to give it a 
good conscience the bestiality as such is wholly unable to do. When 
Nietzsche wrote his terrific pages in a German which could not be 
imoroved about cruelty versus compassion, cruelty became so to soeak 
respectable, which it never was before. It s impossible to find 
out by statistical or any other studies how great his effect was. 

But it must have been terrific, that something which is hitherto re¬ 
garded as absolutely impossible (inaudible). I'm sure one could 
make similar studies about changes in American sexual behavior of 
which I heard a report last night on the t.v. These things are of 
course not due to these high school boys and girls but to some writ¬ 
ers, to speakers, who made it possible. And there are a number of 
them, surely Freud but also (inaudible). Men are always acting on 
authority. Those who act against authority are a tiny part of the 
population, the criminals. Surely they exist and they are unconcerned, 
but the non criminals are always deferential people. The trouble 
is that they are sometimes deferential to the wrong kind of people. 
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And the question is whether one can do anythin* about that. And 
this is, I think, somewhat, is an illustration, a tangential illus¬ 
tration, of what Aristotle has in mind. The fundamental thing is 
the sane, the need for universalization or generalization by which 
the speaker satisfies the people. Now of course Aristotle in his 
wisdom and his decency says these maxims establish the character, 
the moral character of the speaker. And if the maxims are moral, 
then they establish him as a moral man. But who is the judge of 
t’^e morality of the maxim and of the morality of the speaker: the 
same crude oeoDle whom he addresses. That's a difficulty. There 
is no easy solution to this difficulty. The judges of the decency 
of the orator are of course these crude people of which he spoke 
here. So I think I have now acted within the limits of what I am 
supposed to do, meaning not to stay too long here. I had a rather 
lengthy statement which I suppressed on the question of the absolute 
necessity of rhetoric as a parallel to the question of the absolute 
necessity of practical wisdom. Rhetoric is of course not practical 
wisdom, and vice versa. But they belong to the same sphere, the 
sphere of action. And what we have today, scientific social science, 
is opposed on the same ground to both, to rhetoric and to practical 
wisdom, because science and expertise are to replace the need for 
practical wisdom and for rhetoric. This question we must always 
keep in mind. The statement which was quoted, the concern with the 
authoritative character of the particular — that is the decisive 
point. Even if there should be a science or art higher in rank than 
practical wisdom it could never make superfluous practical wisdom. 

If The science which gives us our true maxims of action is higher 
in rank than the application of the maxims, theoretically, but it 
would never make superfluous this application. In all action the 
question arises sooner or later whether it is as a member of a jury 
or any other connection, whom to trust and whom not to trust, A 
witness (inaudible), there is no possibility of settling that in 
any other way except by practical wisdom, i.e., theoretically and 
the element of probability, a probability v/hich cannot be handled 
by probability calculus. 

Rhetorical reasoning is necessary not only of the character of the 
addresses, or the judges who also are crude, but of the subject mat¬ 
ter as well. All reasoning on this kind of thing, deliberation or 
forensic, cannot transcend the probable, and therefore rhetoric can 
never be superseded by science. In this sphere the scientists can 
never be the judges, I do not speak even now of the problem of 
democracy, in other words, to replace the jury by a (inaudible) of 
psychoanalysts, which from a certain point of view is an imaginable 
suggestion. But I disregard this here. How to trace that and how 
to understand that fully, that is of course a very long question. 

That has surely to do with the simple question, what is man, whether 
man can be manipulated as brutes, plants, and other things can. 

And even if we could, would it be desirable. And without raising 
this question and clarifying it one cannot even begin to discuss 
this matter. I think I will leave it at this. 



Lecture XI 

Aristotle's Rhetoric . May i8, 1964 


Strauss* I don't have to tell the class anything about the quality 
of your oaper, but the delivery hard to follow, I must make sure 
whether I understood you correctly. Now if I understood you correc¬ 
tly you mean to say that not all of the topics discussed in these 
chanters are merely rhetorical. Aristotle transcends the boundaries 
of rhetoric. 

Student* Transcends them or strains them, 

Strauss* Well first let us leave it at that. Would this be alto¬ 
gether suprising. Let us look at it from- a practical point of view, 
is it not possible that for an orator in a given situation a rather 
strict argument might be the rhetorically best. I mean, if he can 
do with a better syllogism and can get it across and convince with 
it, why shouldn't he use it? 

Student* Still, that seems to me to be a revision, a change in em¬ 
phasis from what he led us to believe in the first two chapters 
(inaudible). There is a considerable difference between rhetoric 
and dialectic even though they are counterparts to each other. 

Strauss* Yes, but the fundamental difference would still remain, 
why, between rhetoric and dialectics, even if a certain kind of rea¬ 
soning would occur identically in a dialectical argument and a rhe¬ 
torical argument. 

Student* Well there are two reasons. One is that the rhetorician 
is speaking to the many and the dialectician , . . (inaudible), 

Strauss* Although this difference may not affect the doings the 
doinss of the two men at every point, this would still remain. I 
am very gratefiil for your attempt to show in various places why these 
particular forms of reasoning discussed in chapter 23 are not strict 
arguments, but only enthymemes. I was reminded not only by your 
paper but also by some other things that the question raises quite 
some time aso, does Aristotle's Rhetoric not deal rhetorically with 
the subject, cannot be dismissed, when I was so rude to you that 
time, I had a very good reason. We should try to be subtle only if 
compelled to do so. Because otherwise you get a (inaudible) which 
is very dangerous. Once I had a simple formula for this common sen- 
sical rule of conduct. Let me see whether I can remember it. There 
is one rule* Don't try to be clever. I think that is rather obvious. 
But the more subtle rule, the more important rule, is this* try 
not to be clever. Only then will you be truly clever, where it is 
necessary to be clever, if I may use this somewhat derogatory word 

''clever” now. But what Mr. _ pointed out about the (inaudible) 

of this particular section is surely something which I had not ob¬ 
served. It surely is something which one has to consider. And there 
may be other things;for example we have seen quite a few references 
to the gods especially this quite extraordinary statement about the 
people who are in good luck, meaning the noble, the rich, and the 
powerful, that they at least, whatever defects they may have, have 
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a decent posture towards the gods. And the other remark (inaudible) — 
whether one should not have to take them all together and compare 
the message of the Rhetoric regarding the gods with say the Ethics . 
to say nothin? of the Iletaohvsics . And then that gets into a deeper 
stratum, This I cannot now discuss, 

Well I have here a question, “Aristotle has consistently argued 
that the enth.ymemes are the most convincing proofs in rhetoric . . 
Strictly soeakina they are the proofs in rhetoric, not only the most 
convincing. 

Student; what about examples? 

Strauss; Yes, but the question is are they proofs, "His commentator 
Averroes argues that examoles are more persuasive in rhetoric than 
are enthymenes." And you refer to the passage in the commentary. 

I don't remember it, but I assume your facts. "How do you account 
for this difference?" '••ell if Averroes says so, I wouldn't see any 
difficulty in this, because examoles are no proof strictly speaking. 

The relation is this. Examoles are related to enthymenes as induc¬ 
tion is to demonstration. And now the leading up to a general pro- 
oosition through examoles is of course in this way simpler to fol¬ 
low, provided the examples are reasonably chosen -- not from Alaska 
but from the things people know generally. Because the particular 
cases falling within a man's experience are the most obvious things. 
There would be no difficulty on this point, I believe. Unless you 
use the word "proof” in a looser sense so that you call both the 
induction and the demonstration proofs. But there is no reason to 
assume that. 

Student; The reason you say there is no need to do this is because 
Aristotle is more restricted with his (inaudible). 

Strauss; And one would have also to look up the passage and pre¬ 
ferably, since its in Arabic, (inaudible) would ever include examples 
or induction, and would not always refer to demonstration. 

Student: I couldn't understand you I-ir. Strauss. 

Strauss; Whether the term used by Averroes in the Arabic original 
is ever used for induction in contradistinction to demonstration, 
which I cannot know. So you would h.ave to go into that. 

Student: I don't understand why you would put that (inaudible). 

Strauss: Because if he means it in the way which I suggested it, 
then there is no reason why examples should not be more persuasive. 
Because the examples lead up to premises from which you deduce the 
er.thymemes. Good. Wow first I have to return the papers from last 

time. Here I have I.';r. _ paper where there are a few points. 

This paper is quite speculative but it is also very subtle. So, in 
other words, it is nothing to be ashamed of. Wow here you say, the 
oassions of the audience are changed by the speaker, whereas aha 
character of the speaker is determined by the audience, (inaudible) 
is doubtful, whether the character of the speaker is determined by 
the audience. (readire?) Our examination susaests that the speaker's 
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character is like a mask wh.ich he wears in order to appear as much 
as possible like his audience. I think that machiaveilianizes 
Aristotle a bit. As to the specific evidence which you used here, 
you say in a note, the fact friendship and hatred are essential to 
the discussion of character is indicated at the beginning of Book 
Two. /ell strictly speaking Aristotle says that they are essential 
to the discussion of be in? trusted. Now being trusted is not exac¬ 
tly the sane as virtue of character. This distinction would have 
to be considered. And then you make another point in this connec¬ 
tion. Friendship and pood will are the only passions whose defini¬ 
tions contain no reference to pain or pleasure. I an prateful to 
you because you drew my attention to this point and so I looked it 
up. And I saw to ny surprise that in seven cases of these eleven 
passions there is reference to pain, only to pain not to pleasure. 
Seven of these eleven are surely painful passions. And there is 
in no case a reference to pleasure alons. No passion is discussed 
which is regarded os simply pleasurable. When he discusses mildness, 
the opposite of anger in chapter 3» there he also says nothing about 
pain and pleasure. Now this of course can be understood becuase 
it is not strictly speaking a passion but a virtue, although it is 
not stated here. As regards friendship you would have to consider 
the following fact, that it is explicitly said to be being enjoyed 
and feeling pain with the friend. So friendship is not simply of 
course beyond pleasure and pain. I mean a friend who does not feel 
sorrow for his friend's sorrow and pleasure for his friend's olea- 
sare is of course not a friend. The question is a sound question. 
There are some other points which I made, a very few, which you will 
easily find. Now let us then turn to our assignment. 


This section which we ore discussing today is, as we have seen from 
the very beginning, the core of Aristotle's Rhetoric , whether we 
like it or not. Someone might find the discussion of the passions 
much more interesting and rewarding, but from Aristotle’s point of 
view there can be no doubt about that. That is what Aristotle said 
at the beginning. And the enthvmeme is of course akin to the dia¬ 
lectical syllogism, not to the scientific syllogism. But the differ¬ 
ence: the dialectician talks to one or a few. And another point 

which is crucia.1: in a dialectical discussion, a Socratic conversa¬ 
tion (inaudible), there are no deadlines. There is only one Platonic 
dialogue with a deadline, with a clear deadline. Which is that? 

Student: The Fhaedo. 


Strauss: Why? 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: So it’s really a deadline, literally. But otherwise there 
is no reason why this conversation shouldn't go on. In the Prota ¬ 
goras Socrates that he has some business, so they must stop it. But 
immediately after they left, where did he go? To his banker? No. 

Ke stands on the street corner, or something like that, and tells 
for four or five hours these people the conversation he had had for 
four or five hours within. 3o why Socrates pretended that he had 
no time, this we must figure out for ourselves. So in dialectical 
discussions there is no deadline, and there is of course essentially 
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a deadline in rhetoric. I nean if someone says, well there are 
filibusters, well there were no filibusters in the Athenian assem¬ 
bly. And in addition, even filibusters can be stopped as we have 
been taught. And also of course in the dialectical discussions 
talks back, naturally. There is an exchange. The dialectician may 
be defeated. Not everyone is as good a dialectician as Socrates. 

He's surely not the suoerior of the addressee or authoritative for 
him. He may be by nature superior to him, but he has no legal sup¬ 
eriority, obviously, Whereas the rhetorician addresses a crowd; 
there is a deadline; the addressees do not talk back — they may 
heckle him — but they are the judges, the authority. They will 
decide whether the defendant will be declared guilty or innocent, 
or whether we will wage war or not. The rhetorician doesn't decide 
this. S n the difference is, of course, fundamental. Now perhaps 
we will begin in 1395 b 24, at the beginning of the chapter. 

Students "Let us now speak of enthymemes in general, and the manner 
of looking for them, and next their topics; for each of these things 
is different in kind. ./e have already said that the enthymeme is 
a kind of syllogism, what makes it so, and in what it differs from 
the dialectic syllogism; for the conclusion must neither be drawn 
from too far back, nor should it include^all the steps of the argu¬ 
ment. In the first case, length causes obscurity. In the second, 
it is simoly a waste of words because it states much that is obvious. 
It is this that makes the ignorant more persuasive than the educated 
in the presence of crowds, as the poets say, the ignorant are more 
skilled at sneaking before a mob; for the educated use commonplaces 
and generalities, whereas the ignorant speak of what they know and 
of what more nearly concerns the audience, therefore, one must not 
argue from all possible opinions but only from such as are definite 
and admitted, for instance, either by the judges themselves or by 
those whose judgment they approve. Further, it should be clear that 
this is the ooinion of all or most of the hearers. And again, con¬ 
clusions should not be drawn from necessary premises alone but also 
from those which are only true as a rule," 

Strausst because otherwise you could never have a practical argu¬ 
ment. So in other words the rhetorician moves in a kind of middle 
region. He mustn't go too high regarding the premises. And he 
must not go too low, as it were, in establishing the facts of the 
case. To take a simple case, the assumption underlying all murder 
trials is that when there is someone killed in a certain manner then 
he must have been killed by somebody else. He cannot have dies, nor 
can it be suicide. This presuoposes ultimately a principle of cau¬ 
sality, of course. If he would go into 3. discussion to orove dis¬ 
cussion, that would be absurd. And also regarding some crude facts, 
meaning that human beings are either men or women, which can be sub¬ 
ject to some qualification in the light of this famous case some 
years ago, I've forgotten now the name, this is wholly irrelevant, 
immaterial. Good. The theoretical man is also concerned also with 
the remote and the obvious. Perhaps the remote and the obvious are 
ultimately the same, in so far as the problems inherent in the ob¬ 
vious may be the most concealed thing and thus the most remote thing. 
This I believe is clear and doesn't cause any difficulty I trust. 

Now let us see what he says in the sequel. 
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Student: "First of all then it must be understood that in regard 

to the subject of our speech or reasoning, whether it be political 
or any other kind it is necessary also to be acquainted with the 
elements of the question either entirely or in part; for if you 
know none of tlv'se things you will have nothing on which to draw 
a conclusion, I should like to know, for instance, how we are to 
give advice to the Athenians as to making war or not if we do not 
know in what their strength consists, whether it is naval, military, 
or both, how great it is, their sources of revenue, their friends 
and enemies, and further what wars they have already waged, with 
what success, and all similar things.” 


Strauss j .veil 1 believe Aris cotie also proceeds here like a theore¬ 
tician. He tells us the obvious. But still, that is the point. 

A theoretician must state it, as we know, (inaudible) a passage 
where he gives a kind of commentary on that. A little bit later 
in 23-25, He alludes again to that quasi-universality of rhetoric 
by speaking that gods are as much a theme of rhetoric as human be¬ 
ings. So the question of course is then, if this belongs to the 
definition of rhetoric — this I believe is what you meant, if I 
could follow your very quick development — if rhetoric is defined 
by this universality so that it deals with gods as well as with 
men, then of course 'the cognitive status of rhetoric would be affec¬ 
ted by the fact that the rhetorician talks about gods, because then 
the cognitive status of the knowledge regarding gods would of course 
affect xhe status of rhetoric as a whole. This is what I believe 
you meant. 


Student: I didn't think that in connection with the gods, but la¬ 

ter on . . . (ineudible) . 


Strauss: I see. But the main point you stated. 

Student: Yes. 


Strauss: Good. And here he gives in the sequel another problem 

of this kind, a little bit afterward when he speaks regarding jus¬ 
tice, whether it is good or net good. It may be necessary for a 
rhetorician to face a conflict between the just and the good, the 
good meaning here the expedient. Of course it may. For example, 
in the discussion in Thucydides, should the Athenians kill the 

or not. And the question is, it may be just for 
Athens to do it, but it is not expedient. In some cases it is pos¬ 
sible that the argument about the injustice would not bother the 
assQ@\bly, and nevertheless the question would have to be (inaudible). 
Nov/ let us turn to 1396 b 19, the transition. Now one way of sel¬ 
ection, the first way . . . 


Student: "And this the first is the topic (?). Let us now speak 

of the elements about enthymemes. By elements and topics of enthy- 
memes I mean the sane thing." 


Strauss: Now what does "topic" here mean. Now when he speaks first 

of topic what d~es he mean by that. The first principle of selec¬ 
tion must be, the point of view of selection must be that it is top¬ 
ical. 
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Students I think this has reference to the (inaudible) he has made 
of rhetoric up to this point in Book Two, i.e,, all that proceeds 
. , . (inaudible). 

Strauss: Yes but here he speaks of selection. You have this long 
enumeration of the goods things, the pleasant things, the noble 
things, and so forth, but the rhetorician of course can't use all 
these topics in a single speech. He must select, from each point 
of view must he select in the first place, '/hat's the most urgent 
consideration? 


Student: The matter at hand. 

Strauss: Exactly, Now in England or in this country, I do not 
know, no in England, in this country one says "timely" I was told 
instead of "topical," meaning belonging to the matter at hand. 

This is the first consideration. It must be relevant to the fact 
that this is a trial for life on the following circumstances, etc. 
That's the first consideration. And then there is another way in 
which we must select, and these are the elements of enthymemes or 
the tonos, the (inaudible) of enthymemes. Vhat does he mean by 
that now? The commonplaces. -Veil, the commonplaces are considera¬ 
tions which are of course not limited to the particular case at 
hand. They are universal. Now these have, however, been discus¬ 
sed before as he says in the sequel and as we know, in all the chap¬ 
ters on the good, pleasant, and noble things, and on the possible 
and other things. -hat does he have in mind now? 1397 a It 


Student: "Let us now endeavor to find topics about enthymemes in 

general in another way . . . 

Strauss: In another way. /Vhat is that other way? I mean not in 

the way in which we look for examole at the possible and how to es¬ 
tablish a past fact or to create a presumption in favor of a future 
fact. Here we have to deal with something radically different. Yes. 

Student: (inaudible) from the point of view of the principles of 

logic. 

Strauss: Yes this is surely correct. But can we not oerhaps . . . 
This is a good word, but such good and ready available words are 
also dangerous. ".hat do we know about and what do we mean by logic? 
Now look at the situation of an orator. Say he has to defend a man 
accused of murder. Of course he has to know the law.. He has to 
know the broad considerations which are adduced for getting a man 
free, the famous things like he didn't have a motive, and this kind 
of thing. That we know. These topics have been discussed. But 
he needs something else. And also for example that it was not pos¬ 
sible that he murdered that man because he was in Chicago at the 
time and the murder was committed in Los Angeles, an everyday topic 
as you know. But what are the topics which Aristotle means now? 


Student: He hes to know what form his argument will take 

(inaudible). 


• • 


Strauss: 


Yes but how does it look in practice? 


Think of yourself 
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confronted with (inaudible). Take a political subject, should we 
invade Cuba. We have to know the facts of the case. You have to 
know the broad considerations about expediency and justice, which 
have been supplied. Nov/ this would not get (inaudible) if you know 
these two things, the most particular and the most general, if you 
had not yet a speech. And Aristotle is now speaking of this which 
transforms the commonplaces as well as the facts at hand into a 
speech, into an argument, into an argument which can convince a pop¬ 
ular audience. Here we are not concerned with the particular argu¬ 
ments of the case, nor are we concerned with the substantive common¬ 
places discussed before in Book One and Two, but how to build up 
an argument which carries conviction. Yes. 

Student* How would we make an armament that we should invade Cuba? 
7/ell we could take the first topic. That would be . . . (inaudible) 
and say well, looking at opposites, what would be the result if we 
didn't do it. 

Strauss: Or you take similarities. Aopeasement is wrong. Not to 

set rid of Castro is appeasement. Hence, ... Cf course that 
needs some elaboration. The deeper difficulty will be discussed 
at the end. Now we v/ill only try to understand what it is in gen¬ 
eral about. So that we see it is truly necessary and a reasonable 
statement of Aristotle to say, this is the core of rhetoric. What 
is the use of the common places? That you know the considerations 
regarding just, expedience, noble, pleasant, and what have you, and 
what is possible and so on, and on the other hand of the particulars 
of the case, if you cannot bring the two together. That is what 
makes a rhetorician a rhetorician more than anything else. Aristotle 
would deny that he should have also the right kind of style. He 
speaks about that later. That's not the core. The core of the 
rhetorician is that he brings together these things. He brings to 
bear the universal on the particular by mediating between them, and 
this mediation is the enthymeme. Now let us turn to the first ex¬ 
ample at the beginning of chapter 23 * 

Student: "One topic of demonstrative enthymemes is derived from 

opposites? for it is necessary to consider whether one opposite is 
oredicable of the other as a means of destroying if it is not, as 
a means of constructing one if it is. For instance, self-control 
is good; for lack of self-control is harmful." 

Strauss j Now let us stop here. »7hy is this not demonstrative? 

Vhv is it enthymematic? Is it not a very sound argument? 

Student: The general principle is that self-control is good and 

that's sufficient for rhetoric, however there are cases where self- 
control is . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: But in what context would it make sense? There is a beau¬ 

tiful example of this . . . 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: But this is not the connotation of the Greek words here. 

They refer to internoeranee in a cruder sense. Now we have fortunately 
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an example of that, namely the defense of Alcibiades in the Sixth 
Book of Thucydides' history when the argument is made that Alcibiad 
a notorious profligate, cannot be used as a general. How can you 
entrust the fate of Athens to a notorious profligate. Everyone ad- 
mite that profligacy is wrong and temoerance and moderation is good 
The question is does it (inaudible). Does Alcibiades deny his pro¬ 
fligacy? He does not deny it. It was too obvious a fact. He does 
not deny it. But he tries to show that it doesn't settle the issue 
therefore that is a defectiveness if you apply it. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: Exactly, because no one was more moderate and temperate 

than Nicias and there are other generals who were very moderate 
throughout the apes and they were very unsatisfactory generals. 
Alcibiades says something along these lines. Sowing one's wild 
oats belongs to spirited youth, and this is also generally accepted. 
And therefore he kills one endoxon with another. Therefore these 
are not demonstrative arguments. Now we cannot possibly discuss 
all of them. Let us take a later case after the quotations of the 
verses, when he comes to the next coint. 

Student: "Another topic is derived from similar inflections? for 

in like manner the derivatives must either be predicable of the sub 
ject or not. For instance, that the just is not entirely good? for 
in that case good would be oredicable of anything that napoens just 
ly." 

Strauss: Only for the explanation of the terra. "Inflections," he 

says. It means this. What is true of the word itself in the nom¬ 
inative singular is true also of all inflections, of all cases. 

What is true of The just is also true of the genitive, the dative, 
the accusative, and so on, and also of course of the adverb, justly 
This is the meaning of the oassage. Now the next point. 

Student: "Another tooic is derived from relative terms? for it to 

have done riehtly or justly may be predicated of one, then to have 
suffered similarly may be oredicated of the other. There is the 
same relation between having ordered and having carried out. as 
D ionedon, the tax-gatherer, said about the taxes, 'If selling is 
not disgraceful to vou, neither is buying disgraceful for us.’" 

Strauss: Is this a strict argument, an absolutely irrefutable argu 

ment? Why not? 

Student* Some sellers are out into jail or punished for selling 
while the buyers of the things they sell are not punished at all, 

Strauss: But still, let us take an example closer to the example 

here. It may not be base to license houses of prostitution. There 
is plenty of evidence from (inaudible ) states for that. Neverthe¬ 
less it would always be base to take out such a license. The argu¬ 
ment can be easily : efeated. But it has a certain show, therefore 
it must be met. .,ow the next no Lot, 

Student: "And if rightly cr justly can be predicated of the suffer 

er it can easily be predicated of the one who inflicts suffering, 
if of the latter then also of "h 2 former. However, in this there 
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is room for a fallacy; for if a nan has suffered justly, he has 
suffered justly but perhaps not at your hands. Wherefore one must 
consider separately whether the sufferer deserves (inaudible) and 
whether he who inflicts suffering is the right person to do so, and 
then make use of the argument either way." 

Strauss: .v'h.y does Aristotle here state that this is an invalid ar¬ 

gument? In a sense all rhetorical arguments in the strictest sense 
are invalid. uhy does he stress here that this is an invalid argu¬ 
ment? 

Student: ell, in this case there is another difficulty that comes 

in in this particular example, which he also (inaudible) later. 

It's not that all rhetorical arguments are not necessary. They're 
all equal (?). The others were probable in the sense that he wasn't 
forced* to them. But here there is another problem . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: Or a private citizen may not do it. Think of the Ruby- 

Oswald case, I mean for all we know Oswald might have deserved ca¬ 
pital punishment, but really not at the hands of a private citizen. 

It is not the logical defect from a strict point of view which 
Aristotle h^s in mind, but given the judicial situation this argu¬ 
ment cones of course up. You know, on the level of the purely for¬ 
ensic argument, had he a right to do that. This is, I think, the 
point. Now another example, after the next paragraph after he has 
spoken of the gods. If even the gods do not know everything, how 
could men. And the general argument is the argument from the more 
or less. 

Student: "Another topic is derived from the more arid less. For 

instance, if not even the gods know everything, hardly can men; for 
this amounts to saying that if a predicate which is more probably 
affirmable of one thing does not belong to it, it is clear that it 
does not belong to another of which it is less probably affirmable. 

And to say that a man who beats his father also beats his neighbors 
is an instance of the rule that if the less exists the more also 
exists. Hither of these arguments may be used according as it is 
necessary to prove either that a predicate is affirmable or that 
it is not." 

Strauss: Now if we look at this argument strictly, there are of 

course very strict and stringent arguments from the more or less. 

3ay, if a car can carry two very obese people it can surely carry 
two small children. There is no quarrel with that. But why is it not 
in its rhetorical use simply true, as given in this example, that 
he who beats his father will surely beat his neighbor. ..'hat is the 
reason behind this inference? 

Student: Father-beating is more heinous. 

Strauss: Sure. Ke who commits the greater crime will not hesitate 
to commit the lesser crime, which is not universally true of course. 

I mean there are quite a few people who commit murder and would not 
commit a petty theft, for example, because that would be below them. 
They might be perfectly willing to commit armed robbery, but not 
petty theft. But more specifically, the opportunities of annoying 
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a nan are much- greater for the nasty father than for the nasty 
neighbor. This is clear. Nov/ a bit later, after he has spoken 
of Patroclus and Achilles, And if not even the other artisans 
are despicable, then also not the philosophers. How does he go on? 

Studenti "If generals are not despised because they are frequently 
defeated, neither are the sophists," 

Straussj This is some difficulty regarding the text here. Let me 
see what it was. Sume manuscripts read, "And if the generals are 
not to be despised because they are frequently put to death . . ," 
which makes more sense I think. You know, in some countries the 
generals are put to death as traitors or whatever. Think of the 
French revolution, v/hen this kind of thing can happen also in mod¬ 
ern times. Nov/ why does this not follow? In other words, if art 
as art is respectable, but philosophy is the art of arts; hence 
ohilosoDhv is the most respectable art. Aristotle uses this kind 
of argument, Plato too. Now what is the defect of this argument 
in rhetoric? Look at the other artisans and look at the philoso¬ 
phers. No other art in the strict sense of the word investigates 
the things in heaven and beneath the earth, unless you would say 
(inaudible) that a man who digs potatoes, or onions, he uses this 
example, investigates the things beneath the earth. Good. But, in 
other words, the specific objection against philosophy from the po- 
lis, that it is dangerous to the traditional beliefs, is not met 
by the argument, Tv*is is, I think, the defect here. Now a few 
lines later. 

Student; "Another topic is derived from the consideration of time. 
Thus Iohicrates, in his speech against Harmodius, said, 'If before 
accomplishing anything I had demanded the statue from you in the 
event of my success, you would have granted it. Will you then re¬ 
fuse now that I have succeeded? Do not therefore make a promise 
v/hen you expect something and break it v/hen you have received it.' 
Again, 10 persuade the Thebans to allow Philip to pass through 
their territory into Attica, they were told that if he had made this 
request before helping them against the Phocians they would have 
promised. It would be absurd therefore if they refuse to let them 
through now because he has thrown away his opportunity and trusted 
them." 

Strauss; Nell, what would you say? The second argument, it is sim¬ 
ple I think to see the difficulty, the changed situation. But it 
is nevertheless an impressive argument. 

Student; I thought this (inaudible) showed the insufficiency of 
rhetoric . . . (inaudible) 

Strauss; Gan you state that more clearly. 

Student; Well rhetoric doesn't work because^as you say you don't 
need it any more. You promise something, but you don't have to make 
the deal anymore because you have already obtained what you want, 
here words isn't j oine to . , . 
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unless they are tyrants or quasi-tyrants, to confess openly prin¬ 
ciples of indecency or injustice. You must not foryet that. And 
this is of course an inducement for unjust people to be good rhe¬ 
toricians or hire good rhetoricians, call them speech writers. Be¬ 
cause the open confession of injustice is unbearable, Think that 
even Hitler developed a kind of science, and what is more respect¬ 
able in our age but a science, in order to justify his proceedings. 

3o that is necessary. Now the next point, where we left off. 

Student* "Another topic consists in turning upon the opponent what 
has been said against ourselves. And this is an excellent method ■, 
for instance, in the Teucer . And Iphicrates employed it against 
Aristophon when he asked him whether he would have betrayed the 
fleet for a bribe, .'hen aristoohon said no, 'Then,' retorted 
Iphicrates, 'if you, Aristophon, would not have betrayed it, would 
I, Iphicrates, have done so?'" 

Strauss* Nearing of course, you, a. louse like you. Go on. 

Student: "Bun xhe opponent must be a man who seems the more likely 
to have committed the crime. Otherwise it would appear ridiculous ... 

Strauss: This doesn't have to be labored I take it. For example, 

if Sol Estes, who appeared again in the newspaper, would use this 
argument against a man, say against Dwight Eisenhower, then it 
would be ridiculous. Go on. 


Student: "If anyone were 'zc make use of such an argument in refer¬ 

ence to such an opponent for instance as Aristides. It should be 
used to discredit the accuser} for in general the accuser aspires 
to be better than the defendant. Accordingly, it must always be 
shown that this is not the case. And generally it is ridiculous 
for a man to reoroach others for what he does or would do himself, 
or to encourage others to do what he does not or would not do him¬ 
self." 


Strauss: Now eo-ain this throws very much light on the situation 

(inaudible). You see also the defect of rhetoric. Because the 
fact that the accuser is an unsavory fellow is perfectly compatible 
with the accusation being just. Ir. a way he is irrelevant and yet 
very, very powerful. The unsavory accuser is ridiculous, surely. 

I mean if he talks of decency when everyone kno.'-s what kind of fel¬ 
low he is , this doesn't do away with the fact that he might in this 
particular case st^te the truth. This is clear. This is naturally 
an ox c Xm s ively rhetorical argument, this kind of turning 'he tables. 


Students Iphicrates was a mercenary was he not and who sided against 
Athens one time? 


Strausst Yes. but I know not more than you know about that, at 
the time when Philip 'was already in power. 


Students But he was acquitted and a juster man than he was condem¬ 
ned . 


Strauss s 


This i do not know 


cf course, this kind of thing one 
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would have to consider, by the way in all -he other cases when he 
quotes from dramas, if the dramas have been preserved one should 
see the context and one would find quite a few things which do not 
appear by just reading the Aristotelian text. This is another spe¬ 
cimen of what Mr. _ meant by his earlier remark, the rhetoric 

employed by Aristotle. Good. Now let us go on. 

Student: "Another topic is derived from definitions. For instance, 

that the " is nothing else then a god or the work of a god. 

But he who thinks it to be the work of a god necessarily thinks that 
gods exist.” 

Strauss: Now h^re this is a good example where we hapoen to know, 

(inaudible) Plato's Apology , and therefore we can reconstruct the 
argument. <e have the complete argument. If did not have that, 
we wouldn't understand it. This is the argument, the central argu¬ 
ment, of Socrates in the refutation of the charge. Now go on. 

Student: "vhen Inhicretes desired to prove that the best man is 

the noblest, he declared that there was nothing noble attaching 
to Harmodius and Aristoaeiton before they did something noble. 

And, 'I myself am mure akin to them than you, at any rate my deeds 
are more akin to theirs than yours.' And as it is said in the 
Alexander (?), that it would be generally admitted that men of dis¬ 
orderly passions are not satisfied with the enjoyment of one woman's 
person alone. Also, the reason why Socrates refused to visit 
Archelaus declaring that it was disgraceful not to be . . . 

Strauss: Literally translated, "it would be hubris." "Insolence," 
v/e can say. 

Student: "insolence not to be in a position to return a favor as 

well as an injury. In all these cases it is by definition and the 
knowledge of -/hat the thing is in itself that conclusions are drawn 
upon the subject in question." 

Strauss: It must of course be understood, Aristotle does not even 

mention it, that these definitions don't have to be scientific defi¬ 
nitions. That goes without saying. Here we have a complete exam¬ 
ple of Paris -- Aristotle calls him Alexander all the time — who 
was a terrible fellow, who took away the wife of Menelaus, Helen, 
and had a very tad reputation. And .here someone defends Paris' de¬ 
cency in such matters by saying, a decent man is a man who is satis¬ 
fied with the enjoyment of a single woman. Paris was never in love 
with any other woman but Helen. Hence, he is the model of decency. 
There are some other considerations suppressed, but still it makes 
some impression. But you see also how a definition of moderation, 
or decency, is here used. That is what Aristotle has in mind. Mow 
here we have also in Socrates' case, which naturally interest us 
most, you saw that this section begins and ends with a Socratic 
statement although in the first case Socrates is not mentioned, but 
everyone knew that. Now what is according to Aristotle the chief 
contribution cf Socrates, the philosopher? The definitions. I had 
not thought of it but on the basis of what you said I wonder wheth¬ 
er there is not something going on more than meets the eye immedi¬ 
ately. In this section on the definitions there are four examples, 
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two Socratic. Now to come to the last point. Here Socrates has 
an unusual definition of hubris. >-ow in order to understand it one 
must consider the fact that hubris is sometimes used in opposition 
to moderation, sophrosyne in Greek. And Socrates says therefore, 
he does not go to Archelaus — do you remember Archelaus from Flato's 
Gorgias ? This super criminal according to (inaudible). There is 
no evidence outside of Plato's Gorgias that he was a super criminal, 
but (inaudible) is a rhetorician. He has the right to exaggerate. 

Now Socrates doesn't go to Archelaus from sophrosyne, or rather jus¬ 
tice, because soohrosyne and justice can be used synonymously and 
are frequently used synonymously. Now what is justice? <vhat does 
he imply for the definition of justice? Justice is a will to requite 
good with good and bad with bad. This is the definition which 
Aristotle gives in the Ethics , Fifth Book, when he speaks of recip¬ 
rocal. But the will is not sufficient. If you wish to require 
good for sood and bad for bad, you are not yet just. You must be 
able to do it. Here you have Socrates' implicit definition. Jus¬ 
tice consists in being able to do good to those who have done good 
to you and to do bad to those who have done bad to you. I mention 
this in passing for those who like to understand Plato’s Republic . 

The second definition of justice given in the First Book of the 
Republic is what? 

Student: Helping friends and hurting enemies. 

Strauss: Justice consists in helping friends and hurting enemies. 

In the Clitopho . th“ short dialogue preceding the Republic in the 
traditional order of the dialogues, a dialogue now declared to be 
spurious, Clitophon says that the only definition of justice which 
Socrates makes is that. Now that is a very long story why (inaudible) 
should do that, but we have to consider it. This would be in my 
opinion a confirmation of that. But this only in passing, it has 
nothinar directly to do with the issue with which we are concerned. 

Nov; let us skip the next two points. In the next place he talks 
about the many meanings of words, which has been discussed in the 
Topics . Certain parts of the Rhetoric are identical, so to speak, 
with the Topics . That we know already, and for a very simple rea¬ 
son. v/hy should one not use a really stringent argument, more than 
a rhetorical argument, if you have it, obviously. But it is not 
of the essence of rhetoric to do that. Good. Now the next point, 
when he speaks about induction. 

Student: "Another from induction. For instance, from the case of 

the .voman of Pep.arethus it is argued that in matters of parentaae 
women always discern the truth. Similarly at Athens when Mantias, 
the orator, was litigating with his son, the mother declared the 
truths and asain at Thebes when Ismenias and Stilbon were disputing 
about a child, Dodonis declared that Ismenias was its father, 
Thettaliscus being accordingly recognized as the son of Ismenias," 

Strauss: And therefore they accepted him. They regarded him as 
the son of Ismenias. Now you see hear, the proposition to be estab¬ 
lished is women always recognize the truth regarding their offspring, 
•'ell, how do you know? Can there not be mistakes and this kind of 
thing. And here examples. This is established by examples. And 
this is taken to be inconclusive, of course, -hy? 
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Student* (inaudible) the argument on the other side. 

Strauss* No, no, more soecifically. 

Student* The biological (inaudible). 

Strauss* No, then that would be trans-rhetcrical. e would have 
to get in experts and so forth. The most obvious, the most obvious. 

Student* '/ell she can lie about it. 

Strauss* Exactly, exactly. Sure she can lie, perhaos because she 
wants to have the offspring legitimate. Since we argue legally and 
-.•/here such nrincinles obtain, the marriage, the marriage contract, 
reveals the identity of the father. For the ourposes of the law 
it is sufficient that the woman gave birth to a child while being 
married. And therefore we do not have to go into biology. Averroes 
g-ives here this exanole, which is of course a bad use of rhetoric, 
one can crove that obedience to the divine law is not necessary; 
for these and these men trangressed the law and lived very well af¬ 
ter. You can also Drove the opcosite. You can Drove that those 
transgressors (inaudible). In other words, that s a subject that 
cannot be treated except rhetorically. 

(first side of tape runs out) 

* 

Then in the sequel he takes the argument from authority, in 21ff. 

And this interesting example, which is here in this context, to 

which Mr. _ referred, the trouble into which Delphic oracle came, 

because Apollo cannot gainsay his father Zeus. Now if the oracle 
of Zeus said this then Apollo cannot (inaudible) it. Needless to 
say, there is no way of having a scientific argument here. \Ve do 
not have to read that. Now let us rather turn to 1399 a 11. 

Student* "Another tooic is that from enumerating the parts as in 
the Tonics . .»hat kind of movement is the soul; for it must be this, 
or that. Jv,ere is an instance of this in Socrates of Iheodectes* 

1 '.7hat holy olace has he profaned? 7/hich of the gods recognized by 
the citv has he neglected to honor?’" 

Strauss* And which of course would not settle the issue made in 
the charge, that Socrates did not recognize the existence of the 
gods of the city. But it would be good, enough for getting an accyital, 
because only (inaudible) can be brought home. Now the sequel. 

Student* "Again, since in most human affairs the same thing is ac- 
comoanied by some bad or good result, another topic consists in em- 
oloyins the consequence to exhort or dissuade, accuse or defend, 
oraise or blame. For instance, education is attended by the evils 
of being envied and of the good of being wise, therefore we should 
not be educated, for we should avoid being envied; nay rather that 
we should be educated, for we should be wise. This tapic is iden¬ 
tical with the Art of Calliopus, when you have also included the 
tonic of the ocssible and the others which have been mentioned. 
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this issue cannot be settled in a popular discussion, because the 
two opinions invoked ere equally evident for the simple mind, I 
mean both, it is terrible to be envied — don't do anythin® which 
will make you envied; and the other, this is of course good. But 
he cannot settle .that. Socrates uses this argument in Xenophon's 
Memorabilia , Book Four, chapter 2, where he proves to the interlocu¬ 
tor called Suthydemos -- that means straight to the demos, on his 
way straight to the demos — that wisdom is not the highest good 
because people have come into very great trouble because they were 
wise. You night read this when you think of it. Now that there 
are such issues that cannot possibly be settled by this kind of ar¬ 
gument is a kind of justification of the fact-value distinction. 

If issues of this kind cannot be settled in popular discourse, let 
us leave them entirely open, vhat would Aristotle say to this reason¬ 
ing? 

Student: He might say something like . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: I noted by the way that you quoted someone, close to me. 

But good. But Aristotle would simply say this, are factual questions 
any more easy to be settled in popular discussions. What is good 
of*these factual ouestions is at least as good regarding factual 
questions. I mean any question of astronomy, biology, and so forth 
is as/little to be settled in popular discourse as (inaudible). 

Now of course there is another implication which we must not for¬ 
get, which we must not leave unmentioned. Tv, is argument seems to 
be particularly foolish for the following reason. No one can escape 
envy by lacking every possible distinction. If a man is ugly, weak, 
poor, unconnected, no friends and family, lacks all moral and intel¬ 
lectual virtues, and of course sick, becy^se he might (inaudible), 
then that’s the only way in which one can avoid envy. Therefore 
the real strength derives from the fact that wisdom is invidious 
to a particular degree. People are not afraid of being envied for 
being wealthy and powerful, and not only because wealth and power 
gives them a kind of protection, not only because of that. This 
would all belong to the kinds of things to which we were referred 
. . . (inaudible). A little bit later, the topic after the next. 

Student: "Again, since men do not praise the same things in public 

and in secret, but in public chiefly praise what is just and beauti¬ 
ful . . . 


Strauss: The noble, the just and noble. 

Student: "just and noble, and in secret rather wish for what is 

expedient, another topic consists in endeavoring to infer its op¬ 
posite from one or other of these statements. This topic is the 
most weighty of those that deal with paradox.” 


Strauss: Did we come across this theme in an earlier reading? Of 
course we did. The question is a purely rhetorical one. But where? 


Student: The Gormias (?). 


Strauss: Can you state how the issue came up there, the 
I mean, which is not the same as that explicitly stated? 


true 


issue , 
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Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss* In other words, all men say (inaudible) and all men choose 
from a different Doint of view, Exactly, So you see how good it 
is to have read the C-or?ias . Aristotle had read it naturally. Now 
let us go to another passage here, in 1399 b 5* 

Student* "Another topic consists in concluding- the identity of ante¬ 
cedents from the identity of results* Thus Xenophanes said . . , 

Strauss* Xenophanes was, of course, a famous philosopher. 

Student* "there is as much impiety in asserting that the gods are 
born as in saying that they die; for either way the result is that 
at some time or other they did not exist. And generally speaking 
one may always regard as identical the results produced by one or 
other of any two thinss, 'You are about to decide not about Isocrates 
alone but about education generally, whether it is right to study 
philosophy.’ And 'to give earth and water is slavery.' And . . . 

Strauss* Which was a demand made by the Persian King on the 
Athenians. To give in to this demand means to be enslaved. 

Student* "And 'to be included in the common oeace implies obeying 
orders.' Of two alternatives you should take that which is useful." 

Strauss* Yes, -the same conclusion follows from different premises. 

You choose the more useful oremise.. For example, meaning this in 
this particular case here, you praise Socrates the individual rather 
than philosophy, if for the audience the respectability of Socrates 
is more acceptable than philosophy. If however the situation is 
such that there is a prejudice against Socrates but you can hope 
to convince .your audience of the decency of philosophy, then you 
try to take the philosophy angle and that simply subsumes Socrates. 
This is what he means. Now 1400 a 5* 

Student* "Another topic is derived from things which are thought 
to happen but are incredible, because it would never have been 
thought so if they had not happened or almost happened. And further 
those things are even more likely to come true; for we only believe 
in that which is or that which is probable. If then a thing is in¬ 
credible and not probable it will be true; for it is not because 
it is probable and credible that we think it true. Thus, Androcles 
of Pitthus, speaking against the law, being shouted at when he said, 
'Laws need a law to correct them,' and went on, 'And fishes need 
salt, although it is neither probable nor credible that they should, 
being brought up in brine; similarly, pressed olives need oil, al¬ 
though it is incredible that what produces oil should itself need 
oil." 


Strauss: Now here the very improbability is used as proof. And 

this is a very good example of an enthymeme. After all what is im¬ 
probable is sdmitedly possible. And therefore under certain condi¬ 
tions you can precisely use the very improbability if your examolos 
are equally good for your audience as these examoles were upon an 
Athenian audience, you can brine it home. Now let us read only one 



XI, 17 


more point, and then I vould like to make a general remark at this 
time, in 1400 b toward the end, the last example in chapter 23, 

1400 b 26 . 

Student* "Enthymemes that serve to refute are more popular than 
those that serve to demonstrate, because the former is a conclusion 
of opposites in a small compass, and things in juxtaposition ar? 
always clearer to the audience. But if all syllogisms, whether re- 
futative or demonstrative, those are especially applauded the re¬ 
sult of which the hearers foresee as soon as they are begun, and 
not because they are superficial; for as they listen they congratu¬ 
late themselves on anticipating the conclusion; and also those 
which the hearers are only so little behind that they understand 
what thev mean as soon as thev are delivered," 

Strauss; Now that's a good illustration of the simplicity of a good 
rhetorical argument. How I would like to bring up a question in 
the very short time which we still have. What one should do of 
course for a full (inaudible), he would have to have a very good 
knowledge of the Greek orator, not all of whom have been preserved, 
but <£uite a few have. And -he commentary by Cope (?) which I use 
while I go is based on a constant consideration of these orators 
including Demosthenes himself. But I am not very familiar with them 
and so I turned to consider only the few speeches which I know and 
which are of course on the highest possible level of art, the speeches 
in Thucydides. I reread for the occasion Pericles' first speech 
in Thucydides, Book Cne, chapter 140 ff. Now the issue was this. 
Should wo give in to the Spartan demands to rescind the Megarian 
decree. The i'.egarian decree was a decree (inaudible) but between 
their neighbors, the Idesarians, to come to markets in the Athenian 
empire. And the argument was this. After all, the luegarian thing 
is a small thing. As they said before the Second World War, "la 
Yugo chose," Yugoslavia, the French, "chose" is "thing." So the 
Neaarian is a trivial thing, and war with Sparta is a big thing; 
hence, we do not go to war over the Cesarian decree. This was the 
state of the discussion, and Pericles replies as follows; "The 
J.iesarian decree is not a small thing, if you (inaudible), because 
it is a test of vour firmness. And then the demand itself is an 
infringement of your sovereignty." So it's not a small thing, but 
a big thing. Not to give in to Sparta, to the Spartan request, 
probably means war. Pericles admits that. He would be a very 
lousy fellow, and not a statesman, if he would say it is riskless, 
(inaudible) there would be war, which is a question to which he re¬ 
turns. Can we win the war? And then he has a magnificent survey 
of the power of Athens on t^e one hand and the enemy's on the other 
in order to show the Athenians, we can win. Of course, we can win 
means we may lo.se, naturally. But the implication is we would not 
be worse off by losing the war than by giving in now, because one 
demand accepted would lead to other demands, and so on. 

Now it is a masterly statement. What is rhetorical in it, i.e., not 
strictly reasoned? Only subordinate things, for example when proves 
Athens' power to resist by saying, we are like an island, Of course 
like an island, possessing a navy, and we can guarantee imports of 
foodstuffs and this kind of thing. And of course it is not quite 
the same to be like an island, ant to be an island. But this is really 
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trivial. The main point is, it is a very strict and powerful argu¬ 
ment, Fundamentally, the reasoning of Pericles is of the same char¬ 
acter as that of a first rate state naoer, only here presented to 
a popular audience, 'which is a great compliment•by the way to the 
Athenian audience. I have never read George Kanna-n’s famous arti¬ 
cles, but you know that was also an attempt to reason out a politi¬ 
cal problem and arrive at a rational conclusion. There was a very 
famous statement of an editor of the London Times , I forgot his name, 
maybe 1907, which led to a radical change in British foreign policy, 
Britian turning against Germany and toward France. Does anyone re¬ 
member the name? It was printed later in a history of the London 
Times . I remember Bismarck's argument which changed the Prussian 
policy very radically against Austria, no longer in subordination 
to Austria but taking the side of the German national unity move¬ 
ment under the leadership of Prussia. The argument against the op¬ 
ponents, the real Prussian conservatives, was a masterpiece of rea¬ 
soning. So these things exist. /h.y cannot there be rhetoric of 
this caliber. That it is rarely possible, this is clear. But it 
leads to a deeper question. 

Now the fundamental issue would seem to be this. Either all poli¬ 
tical reasoning is ultimately rhetoric, rhetorical reasoning, be¬ 
cause ultimately it appeals to opinions, which can never be simply 
true; or, the core of political reasoning, as practical reasoning, 
is indeed not scientific, theoretical reasoning, but it belongs to 
the sphere of practical reason -- it lacks theoretical■certainty, 
but it has moral certainty, moral certainty in the old sense of 
the term that you can be sure that you act rightly, justly in tak¬ 
ing this course. I remember a discussion of this issue by was 
-Simcr* in his work on democratic government, I believe in the first 
chapter, which states the Thomistic view very clearly. 

Student} which book? 

Strauss: Principle s of Democratic Government . It was brought out 

by the University of Chicago Press. This is the only work of struct 
with "democratic government" in the title. 

Now here I come up v/ith an observation which I find of some impor¬ 
tance. When Aristotle discusses rhetorical reasoning in the Rhetoric 
he compares it with dialectical reasoning and scientific reasoning. 

He does not discuss the relation between rhetorical reasoning and 
the reasoning belonging to practical wisdom, prudence, phronesis. 

And that is of course what makes it so difficult. And I do not be¬ 
lieve that this is an accidental, failure, but it is connected with 
one of the greatest difficulties of the Ethics . The fundamental 
obscurity there is that the cognitive status of the princioles of 
action is not made clear. It is only said that the principles of 
decency become evident only to the decent man. But how they are 
related to what man knows by nature, what every man knows by nature, 
this is not made clear. Nov/ if I may say.a word about the view now 
prevailing in the social sciences, the view us you all know is of 
course this. Political reasoning, say even in a first rate state 
paper, is hypothetical, theoretical reasoning. If ;e want this and 
this, then we must do t 1- at and that. But the "if," the condition, 
is supplied not by reason but by a decision (?), values perhaps. 
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So, in other words, the whole reasoning is ultimately dependent 
on something which cannot he rationally established." Aristotle does 
sneak of the practical svllosism in the Sthics once, in the Sixth 
Book. The oractical syllogism is one in which given the end, this 
and this are the right means, right not merely from the noint of 
view of efficiency, but also of decency. But he makes it clear at 
th'j time that the end comes to sight only to decent Deoole. now 
in a state paoer as such I believe the limitation of the reason¬ 
ing to decent people would not be very helpful. You may have read 
what may hapoen to Charles Percy for his decent action regarding 
the .Vest Side block. Some people think he nay lose the election 
because of this virtue. But surely, especially in foreigh policy, 
where thine? are so tough . . . 

Now I believe that this is an important point which I submit to 
your consideration. It is not sufficient to understand the relation 
between rhetorical reasoning and dialectical reasoning. It is also 
imoorxant to understand the relation between rhetorical reasoning 
and the reasoning, prudential reasoning, orudential used in the 
Aristotelian sense of the term. Now the strict Aristotelians of 
the Middle Ages, men like Farabi, they held that the principles of 
all action, at least of all social action, do have the character 
of endoxa. Thev used the Arabic translation of endoxa, things which 
are only in opinion, nor strictly speaking rational. Now in ordin¬ 
ary political discussion, for example if you take say such a great 
example as Bismarck’s state paper, what is the ultimate premise? 

The preservation of monarchy, more particularly of the Prussian 
monarchy, which is of course not an evident truth, because there 
were quite a few people even at that time in Germany who were not 
so sure that the Prussian monarchy is indispensable for the well- 
being of Germany. If the politically effective principles have this 
character, which is now called ideological or mythical or what have 
you, then of course this would be of crucial importance. And even 
the strictest and most rational belief or policy would still rest 
ultimately on such considerations which are not simply rational. 

But to clear up not the truth, not even to aim so high, but only 
to clear up what Aristotle says about it, we would have to have a 
much be“tor understanding especially of the Fthics and of the cog¬ 
nitive status of the principles of action than we can presume to 
have. Aristotle can be very specific. He can be even unnecessarily 
specific, as we have seen. In quite a few cases he has said things 
we knew before we opened the book, for example that you have to know 
the facts of the case before you can argue about them. We do not 
need a man of. Aristotle's mind to learn that. But Aristotle can 
also be of a most annoying and intriguing laconism. The Goartans 
were known for their brevity . . . (inaudible). And I believe that 
is one of the cases on which Aristotle is very laconic. 

Student: The thine that I have a question about is does Aristotle 

ever discuss practical reasoning as such? 


Strauss: 
De Anima. 


Sure, the Sixth Book of the Fthics . some 
Sure. 


passages in 


Student: You mean when he tries to discuss what crudence is 
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Strauss: And also when he soeaks of oractical knowledge, oractical 

wisdom, in the Third .book of the ...t'n ics , he also says some thins a- 
bout r/ris, but in is very brief. I mean These developments which 
you find very conveniently in Yucs 5, and this goes of course 
back to the ihomistic tradition, There you find a rather full dis¬ 
cussion. iiow , using; present day (inaudible), which is al¬ 

ways a risky thin®, calls this practical knowledge affective know¬ 
ledge. xhat is no 0 entirely without basis in Aristotle. You know, 
where you are not detached; you are concerned, affected. There¬ 
fore it is imolied only he who is engaged or committed will see it. 
It is not theoretical certainty. But still, this has something to 
do with whet arista tie means, but it is not identical. ./ell one 
important link in this argument is this. There is not in Aristotle 
a habitus of oractical principles, which Thomas calls synderesis 
and which can be loosely called the conscience. That does not exist 
in Aristotle but is a crucial Dart of the Thomistic tradition. 

That doesn't mean tha.t it is incomoatible with Aristotle, but it 
is not simply Aristotelian, unqualifiedly Aristotelian. And I be¬ 
lieve that is of very great . . . I did not see that before, that 
this ouestion is very nertirent in order to understand the Rhetoric 
as a -‘/hole. To repeat: because Aristotle is very specific about 
the difference between rhetorical reasoning and the other kinds of 
theoretical reasoning, dialectical and scientific. But the relation 


of rhetorical reasoning to orudential reasoning is not discussed 
as far as I can see. And that is one point where one should try 
to (inaudible). So next time we will have the rest of Book Two. 



Lecture XII 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , May ?.0, 1964 


(in progress) Strausst or rather the nere fact that he adapts 
it to the mood, the capacities, and the prejudices of the audience 
shows that the speech itself will not simply be a state paper, 

hat is "he objection which one could make to Mr. _ concluding 

remarks? I did not want to go into the question which as far as 
I know has not bean properly handled hitherto. In the speeches of 
Thucydides the use of rhetorical means learned by Thucydides from 
Gorgias and other rhetoricians, you know (inaudible) and similar 
devides which will be discussed in chapter /Book ?7 3 of the Rhetoric . 
this of course was very well known, but in the analyses of the 
speeches where is the line between the truly prudential and the 
adaptation — this must also be done. Now you referred to the 
speech to which I referred'last time. To what extent is that speech 
rhetorical? The only thin? which strikes me immediately, and which 
I mentioned last time is the comparison of Athens to an island, 
which is of course a dubious thing. Because xhe islanders in this 
situation -- it is understood an island has a strong navy, say 
Great Britain until (inaudible), or until the Corn Laws one should 
'rather say perhaps better. 3o they can prevent foreign invasion 
and they can nroduco their food. But the Athenians closed off from 
upstate or downstate, however you call it, by a Spartan invasion 
depended absolutely of course on import and in addition the fact 
that the rural population was compelled to live in Athens and had 
to look (inaudible) at the ravaging of their country places and 
their lands . . , (inaudible). So this is the only clear case in 
this speech as far as I can see of a purely rhetorical argument. 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss: Yes, Phat he says at the beginning, which is rhetorically 
quite impressive, but it is more than merely rhetorical when he says, 

I do not change m.y mind, I come back always to the same point: no 
concessions to the Spartans. And then he contrasts himself with 
the proceedings of human beings, by which of course he implies that 
he is in a way super human, that he is not a (inaudible), and simply 
follows the broad line of the policy without any deviation caused 
by momentary complications, momentary impressions. I would hesitate 
to call this unqualifiedly rhetorical. 

Student: Well, I thought it was rhetorical in the sense that he 
could not have made such an absolute statement until he had decided 
that in this particular case the right policy was to go to war. 

Strauss: Yes but this was a prudential judgment. 

Student: That was, but then the statement itself as the whole speech 

is an organization of the material in order to make his case shine 
up- the best, which is not what he did originally when he v/as think¬ 
ing it out himself. 

Strauss: That would refer not to the quality of the arguments, the 

logical character of the arguments. It would refer to choice of the 
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Drooer words, and having this beginning and this end, and not,bring¬ 
ing in the most powerful things in the middle where the attention 
is lagging, but at the end. This is of course rhetorical, but this 
has nothing to do with the logical character of the argument, Nov/ 

v'hat is the shortcoming of Mr. _ otherwise clear and very good 

statement. I mentioned it last time. Well whatever that may be 
worth, and for the time being 1 am still, impressed by that, that 
Aristotle does not describe the character of rhetorical reasoning 
by distinguishing it from scientific and dialectical reasoning, and 
not from prudential reasoning. And I believe, and no one knew bet¬ 
ter than Aristotle, that in rhetoric, which is a very political 
thing, the comparison with prudential arguments would have at least 
been as relevant as that with dialectic and scientific arguments. 

This leads to further questions. Now the fallacy of (inaudible), 
the same example occurred to me which occurred to you,, namely the 
argument against the democratic (inaudible), because that is the 
most obvious case in this country. But I tried to think of other 
examples also because sometimes the examples of Aristotle look to 
us farfetched. They were surely not farfetched to his immediate 
audience. And one last point, Aristotle deals here with fallacious 
enthymemes. Now I will state the difficulty as simply as I can. 

Are not all enxhymemes fallacious? How would Aristotle reply to 
that? 

Student* I think the real enthymemes will be ones in which the giv¬ 
ens may be open to question, but once you assume the givens, the 
reasoning is strict, the conclusion will follow. There is no-trick¬ 
ery in it. There's not a false 'connection. An absolute statement 
may not be true, but taking it to be true the conclusion will follow, 

Strauss* Well Aristotle gives of course this simple argument. Since 
the enthymeme is a syllogism, and since wherever there is a syllogism 
there is also the possibility of syllogizing closer, there must also 
be the possibility of false enthymemes. But how does it look in 
practice? Let us remind ourselves of an earlier passage in this 
book, in the Second Book, 1398 a 3-l i+ * that's in chapter 23. 

Student* "Another topic consists in turning upon the opponent what 
has been said against ourselves and this is an excellent method. 

For instance, in the Teucer, and Iphicrates employed it against 
Aristophon when he asked him whether he would betray the fleet with 
a bribe. When Aristophon replied, no, 'then,' retorted Iphicrates, 
’if you, Aristophon, would not have betrayed it, would I Iphicrates 
have done so?' But the opponent must be a man whom seems the more 
likely to have committed a crime. 

Strauss* To make it a bit more emphatic, who has the reputation. 

Student* "Otherwise it would appear ridiculous if anyone were to 
make use of such an argument in reference to such an opponent as 
Aristides." 

Strauss*. Who was famous for his justice. 

Student* "It should be used to discredit the accuser? for in gener¬ 
al the accuser aspires to be better than che defendant. Accordingly, 
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it must always be shown that this is not the case. And generally, 
it is ridiculous for a man to reproach others for what he does or 
would do himself or to encourage others to do what he does not or 
would not do himself.” 

Strauss j Now here we have two words, "ridiculous" and "inept." 
However questionable rhetorical arguments may always be from a strict 
point of view, not all rhetorical arguments are ridiculous and inept. 
And this is a sign, we can say, that there are bad and hence false 
enthymemes. Now what Aristotle discusses in chapter 24 are of course 
not defects of enthymemes from the point of view of the content as 
in this case here but from the point of view of the form. By the 
way this discussion now going on about (inaudible), what is his 
name, reminds of this issue, //hen they accused this man who has 
been tortured by gangsters that he is a crook. Now of course he 
may be a crook but it comes with bad grace from people, lawyers, 
habitually engaged in defending crooks. This is what Aristotle 
would call inept or ridiculous, but it seems that it doesn't do any 
harm to these people. Mr. _ raises this question. If the cog¬ 

nitive status of rhetoric is obscure, does this mean that the prin¬ 
ciples of rhetoric are not demonstrable? What counterparts to the 
(inaudible) scheme in the Ethics are there in the Rhetoric ? Finally, 
is the cognitive status of political science similarly obscure? 

These are admitedly three questions, although it is stated only in 
xhe third case "finally," But it is a fair inference that there 
are three questions. Now I deny the "if." The congitive status 
of rhetoric is not obscure. It's made perfectly clear. These are 
arguments based on endoxa, on things which are not known, and not 
strictly speaking knowable. In other words the transformation of 
opinion into knowledge is not possible without leaving the whole 
sphere. That doesn't mean that the things might not be knowable, 
but then we would not longer speak about rhetoric. So the cognitive 
status of rhetoric is clear and the principles of rhetoric are 
demonstrable. They are demonstrable because they make quite clear 
the peculiar status of these principles. Let us take a simple ex¬ 
ample: the enumeration of the parts or ingredients of happiness 
in the First Book. You remember that long list, many children, 
good children, wealth, and so on and so on. Aristotle would simply 
say, is something missing, tell me and tell me whether this thing 
you regard as missing is generally admitted to be an ingredient of 
happiness as the other things which I have mentioned. So from this 
point of view it i_s demonstrable. But the authority, or the tribunal 
to which he refers is opinion. But on this basis it is not obscure 
at all. What counterparts to the (inaudible) in the Ethics are there 
in the Rhetoric ? Well we know that, when he speaks about the just 
things, the good things, the noble things. And compare -- we have 
discussed this on a few occasions -- what he says about the virtues 
in the Ethics and what he says about them in the Rhetoric differs. 

The emphasis on benefiting, which is so strong in the Rhetoric is 
absent from the Ethics , and also which virtues are not mentioned 
at all which are mentioned in the Ethics . The Ethics is concerned 
with bringing up gentlemen or confirming gentlemen in their gentle¬ 
manliness. This is not the function of rhetoric. The function of 
rhetoric is primarily to persuade political multitudes of what is 
expedient in deliberative assemblies and what is just in forensic 
matters. Finally, is the cognitive status of political science 
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similarly obscure? Well, since I have shown that the cognitive 
status of rhetoric is not obscure, they can only be similarly clear. 
The question properly ohrased would be, how is the cognitive status 
of political science related to the cognitive status of the princi¬ 
ples appealed to by the orator, Well you only have to compare the 
very brief discussion, if we can call it a discussion, of the re¬ 
gimes in the Rhetoric with that in the Politics to see that the 
politics is much more quote scientific unquote. You know the de¬ 
tailed discussion of which institution fits which regime. For exam¬ 
ple, that in itself election by lot is characteristic of democracy 
follows strictly from the democratic principle, equal freedom of 
all citizens and no property qualification, that was understood. 

Now if this is so . . . Since all are equally free, they must have 
equally the chance of becoming elected. Now this chance is practi¬ 
cally destroyed if men are elected by vote, because when voting for 
people one considers the qualities of the candidates, wisely or un¬ 
wisely is another matter. One doesn't vote for a man merely because 
he is an American citizen. That is obvious. But if the election 
goes by lot, then everyman by the mere fact that he is an American 
citizen has the same chance as every other, and therefore there is 
a necessary connection. But the whole discussion . , . after all 
the Politics begins with the assertion that the polis is by nature, 
and therefore this is hot a matter of opinion. Secondly, a moment's 
reflection shows, and Aristotle extends that reflection so that it 
is unintelligible how it could ever have been forgotten, that the 
polis is necessarily a specific polis, meaning specified by the re¬ 
gime, It is democratic, oligarchic, or monarchic, or whatever it 
may be. And this regime is really the decisive thing which gives 
a polis its character. And there difficulties arise, because there 
it is no longer so simple as that men have to live in a society of 
a sufficient size in order to develop their ootentialities, But in 
what kind of a oolis -- that becomes a big question. But even here 
you simply have one opinion against the other. Wealth is the most 
important for the oligarchs, therefore they limit citizenship to 
the wealthy. Free birth is decisive as the democrats say, therefore 
they give citizenship to every freeborn man. That meant always of 
course no easy naturalization. The ordinary thing is that the citi¬ 
zen is the son of a citizen, and so forth. Both principles are from 
the point of view of reason as Aristotle understands it wrong. Now 
therefore these two regimes, which are politically most interesting, 
are based on false opinion, but to be more general, on opinion. 

And all arguments within these regimes ultimately defer to an au¬ 
thoritative opinion and do not question that. There are people of 
course who are catriots who would say I don’t care for oligarchy or 
democracy, but whichever makes the city greater, And therefore 
they are perfectly willing to make revolutions, as they are now cal¬ 
led, or rebellions,'as they were called in former times, changes 
of regimes. But the question is, is this general patriotic notion, 
let our city be as powerful, wealthy, and respectable as possible 
regardless of .vhat the regime is. Max tie ber argued that way, by the 
way, against the Bismarckian regime. This regime is worse for 
Germany's power than the Western democracies. Proofi the First World 
’•‘Jar. That is a political argument, './hat would Aristotle say to 
this argument, 7;eber wrote some state papers on this point. .Vhat 
would Aristotle say about that, about this patriotic not partisan 
proposal: I don't cere for the regime, I'm only concerned with the 
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greatness . . . By the way DeGaulle of course holds the same view. 
DeGaulle has no Darticular preference for democracy or for monarchy* 

But the (inaudible) is what makes France great and respected, 

Studenti 7/ell, he would probably be against this notion. 

Straussi On what grounds. 

Student: On the grounds first of all that he is more interested 

in the internal harmory of the state . . . 

Straussi But still, we speak now in the very greatest generality. 
Therefore, let us not enter into this particular point. What would 
Aristotle simply say, and what he in fact says in the Third Book 
very clearly? What is wrong with this notion that the regime is 
irrelevant, that the greatness of the polis is the only thing that 
counts? 

Students He would say you couldn't separate the two. 

Straussi Which? 

Student: The kind of regime from the greatness, its wealth. It 

would have to follow . . . 

Strauss: It is not true. Under certain conditions that has been 

shown in a number of cases', say that either oligarchy did not work 
anymore — the city did not expand — or, in another case, democracy. 

Studenti Does it have something to do with the distinction between 
the good man and the good citizen? 

Strauss: Yes, it has to do with this, but it be to complicate it 
even more. Surely it has to do with that, because the good citizen 
is simolv a man relative to the regime. So the good democrat is 
the bad oligarch, and vice versa. The good communist is the bad 
liberal democrat, and vice versa. 

Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss: No, no. Let us disregard . . . We are trying now to find 

a scientific politics by disregarding the regimes, and simply say, 
the patriotic point of.view which means independence of foreign dom¬ 
ination, no oppression within, wealth, and respected, oerhaps even 
feared, by the neighbors -- crude g^ais which are as important to¬ 
day as they were in Aristotle's time. Now what would Aristotle say 
to that? Something very simple. 

Student: Such a regime would need rulers, and the question would be ... 

Strauss: All (inaudible), IWachiavelli gives the Very answer, effi¬ 
cient, shrewd fellows, people like Henry IV of England. 

Student: Could there be a disagreement about the ends or goals? 

Strauss: Yes, but why are you so complicated. 
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Students (inaudible) 

Strauss: Weil, the distinction is not denied. But it is simply- 

said, the regime is on’.v a means for an end; the end is independence 
and power, freedom and emoire, as someone has said. That’s the end. 
And which regime is conducive to toat, that (inaudible). And if at 
a certain stage, say the oligarchy as in England was no longer con¬ 
ducive to freedom olus emoire then they change it to democracy. 

Nov/ what is the simole . . . Aristotle says this enumeration, my 
dear fellow, of the ends of oolitics in incomplete. It is not true 
that this enumeration is complete; for you omit, Machiavelli. would 
say, the most important point. And what is the most important point 
according to Aristotle? 

Student: A good life? 

Strauss: Let us say virtue, because the word is now in such disre¬ 
pute that even sticklers for proper expression may use it again. 

If you exclude virtue, what you would leave is an arbitrary selec¬ 
tion. That is simolv absolutizing an opinion, however plausible 
that opinion to the multitude misht be. That doesn't make it any 
better. So v/e reach then the conclusion. We cannot disregard the 
question of the regime, as you all meant of course. We have to 
raise the question of the good recime, the best regime. And this 
best regime is again according to nature. This is no longer merely 
a matter of opinion. This is a very rough draft of Aristotle, but 
I think you should remember it. Therefore oolitical science, or 
political philosophy, is not mere opinion because it begins with 
the natural character of the polis and terminates in the naturally 
best regime. But in between, these other regimes ... if I use 
the language now of Farabi and others, they would say this, that 
the best regime alone aims at true felicity. The others aim at im¬ 
aginary felicity of which there are various cases. But imaginary 
felicity is by definition of course something only in opinion, which 
doesn't mean that it cannot be very powerful in what we call reality 
but it is nevertheless an opinionated thing and not true. So this 
would be a rough analysis, I would say. But the difficulty comes 
in, well I have sketched for you this well known Aristotelian argu¬ 
ment . . . This is not the end of the story because let us assume 
the best regime is not possible, or at least very rarely possible, 
then you arrive at The conclusion that in all regimes which you are 
likely to find in this imperfect world you will have ultimately a 
dedication to principles which cannot claim higher cognitive dig¬ 
nity than opinions. One misht have to live with that. And yet I 
think the difference would be this. Because the oolitical scientist, 
the political Dhilnsooher, would.see that, whereas the political 
man as political man would not necessarily see it, because he would 
simply absolutize the accidental. But by seeing this, surveying 
the whole thing, he is nox himself thinking in the element of opin¬ 
ion, and to that extent his reasoning will not be rhetorical. For 
example whan Aristotle describes in Book Six the institutions most 
conducive to democracy and oligarchy, these are all political Dro- 
oosals, oroDosals based on prudential reasoning, but the question 
of how to sell these institutions to the democrat, to the oligarch, 
that would be the part for the rhetorician, to recommend them in a 
politically effective manner. That is net his concern. So the 
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distinction between political science and rhetoric is absolutely 
intact, from Aristotle's point of view. But we will have to take 
this ud somewhat later again. 

Veil Aristotle sneaks first at the beginnning of chapter 24, to which 
we turn now, of cases in which we have the mere aopearance of a rhe¬ 
torical syllogism, or enthymene, which is caused by the way of speak¬ 
ing. In ot'-'er words there is not even an aopearance of an attempt 
to prove somethin#:, That's the first case, 1401 a 3* Let us read 
only the end of this paragraph. 

Student: "This fallacy appears to be the result of the form of ex¬ 

pression. For the purcose of us ins; the diction to create an impres¬ 
sion of syllogistic reasoning, it is useful to state the heads of 
several syllogisms. 'He saved some; avenged others; freed the Greeks.' 
Each of these propositions has been oroved by others, but their un¬ 
ion appears to furnish a fresh conclusion." 

Strauss: Now what does this mean here. This example is not entire¬ 
ly convincing, is it? Aristotle makes a presupposition which we 
must add. Aristotle says nothing new follows. These three things 
have been proved before. He saved those; he avenged some others; 
and he liberated the Greeks. The putting together of them doesn't 
change anything. But could it not be that the man wants to prove 
that he is a good man, a benefactor, and this may follow from the 
putting together of the three things. What Arisxotle implies is 
that in the soeech in question — I believe he refers to a speech 
by Isocrates — this was not made. I have not even taken the 
trouble to look it up. Now let us turn to the next one. 

Student: "The second kind of fallacy of diction is homonyms. For 

instance, if one were to say that the mouse is an important animal 
since from it is derived the most honored of all religious festi¬ 
vals, namely the mysteries, or if in praising the dog one were one 
were to include the dog in heaven, or fan because Pindar said, '0 
blessed one, whom the Olympians call dog of the great mother taking 
every form,'or were to say that the dog is an honorable animal since 
to be without a dog is most dishonorable, and to say that Hermes 
is the most sociable of the gods because he alone is called common . . . 

Strauss: Well that goes back to a Greek proverbial phrase which 
is explained in the footnote. 

Student: "and that words are most excellent since good men are con¬ 

sidered worthy not of riches but of consideration; for "logou axion" 
has a double meaning. 

Strauss: Now what does it mean, the good man are worthy of logos, 

w.'rhty of consideration, literally translated, worthy of speech? 

Now if xhis is so, if we say the highest thing we say in praise of 
the good men, they are worthy of speech, hence speech must be the 
most respectable thing. But why are the good men regarded as wor¬ 
thy of speech in the ordinary understanding? 

Student: Because of their riches. 
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Strauss: No, no, lako a better one, which is still very common. 

Because of their deeds. And what would follow from what is general¬ 
ly admitted is precisely that deeds are the most important and not 
the speech. This is a clear fallacy. Now let us ao on. 

Student: "Another fallacy consists in combining what is divided 

or dividing what is combined} for since a thing which is not the 
same as another oftens appears to be the same one may adopt the 
more convenient alternative. Such was the argument of Euth.ydemus 
to prove for examole that a man knows that there is a trireme in 
the Peiraeus because he knows the existence of two things, the 
Peiraeus and the trireme. Or that when one knows the letters one 
also knows the word of them* for words and letters are the same 
thing. Further, since twice so much is unwholesome, one may argue 
that neither is the original amount wholesome? for it would be ab¬ 
surd that two halves separately would be good but bad combined. 

In this way the argument may be used for refutation, in another way 
for demonstration, if one were to say one good thing cannot make 
two bad. things. But the whole toDic is fallacious. 

Strauss: In other words, it is not merely fallacious from the 

noint of view of severe ohilosoDhic or scientific reasoning, it 
is even ridiculous, inept. This is what Aristotle means. Now the 
first example is, I think, perfectly clear. All words consist of 
letters. Now a man who knows all letters will therefore know all 
words. It's obviously not right. Or two chemicals which are sep¬ 
arately productive of health, but combined are fatal. It's impos¬ 
sible. And the other wav around, if you take two fatal chemicals 
they cannot possibly be conducive to health. This is absurd. 

Now the next example, we know that already from an earlier discus¬ 
sion but it is now taken as an example of a fallacy. 

Student: Again, one may quote what Polycrates said of Thrasybulus, 

'that he deposed thirty tyrants,' for here he combines them. 

Strauss: That still belongs to that. In other words, he claims 
honors for thirty tyrannicides, but it was one action. Good. 

Student: "Or the example of the fallacy of division in the Orestes 

of Theodectes, 'It is just that a woman who has killed her husband 
should be put to death' and 'that the son should avenge the father.' 
'And this in fact is what has been done.' But if they are combined 
perhaps the act then ceases to be just. The same might also be clas¬ 
sed as an example of the fallacy of omission; for the name of the 
one who who should out the woman to death is not mentioned. 

Strauss: I think this is also perfectly clear. Now the next one. 

Student: "Another ionic is that of constructing or destroying by 

exaggeration, which takes place when the soeaker without having- 
proved that any crime has actually been committed exaggerates the 
supposed fact; for it makes it appear either that the accused is 
not guilty when he himself exaggerates it or that he is guilty when 
it is the accuser who is in a rose. Therefore there is no enthymeme; 
for the hearer falsely concludes that the accused Ls guilty or not 
although neither has boon proved. 
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Strauss: In other words, not even the attempt to prove has here 

been made. He argues the crime is enormous, hence "a" committed 
it — which really doesn't work. Or, the crime is enormous, hence 
"a" did not commit it. This is clear. The next is also inconclu¬ 
sive. Yes. 

Student: "Another fallacy is that of the sign; for this argument 

also is illogical. For instance, if one were to say that those who 
love one another are useful to states since the love of Harmodius 
and Aristogeiton overthrew the tyrant Hionarchus, or that Dionysius 
is a thief because he is a rascal? for here again the argument is 
inconclusive; not every rascal is a thief, though every thief is a 
rascal." 

Strauss* Sure, and these principles appealed to, that not every 
rascal is a thief, are also generally known, therefore they belong 
perfectly within the context of rhetoric. Now then there comes the 

example of the mice, which was discussed by &ir. _. Clearly that 

is absurd, because the mice might as well have ruined the Egyptians' 
equipment. There is no reason for praising the mice. It was merely 

by accident. Let us then take the next one. 

Student: "Another fallacy is that of the counsequence. For instance, 

in the Alexander it is said that Paris was highminded because he 
despised the companionship of the common people and dwelt at Ida 
bv himself; for because the highminded are of this character, Paris 
also mi=ht be thought highminded. Or, since a man pays attention 
to dress °nd roans about at night, he is a libertine . . . 

Strauss: I have the greatest respect for decency, but I would still 

translate " ^’ulterer," otherwise it doesn't become a legal case. 

Student: "because adulterers are of this character. Similarly, 

the poor sing and dance in the temoles, exiles can live where they 

please, and since these things belong to those who are apparently 

happy . . . 

Strauss: "who are thought to be happy." This is a technical term, 

reputed to be happy. 

Student: "reputed happy, those to whom they belong may also be re¬ 

puted happy. But there is a difference in conditions, therefore 
this topic also falls under the head of omission." 


Strauss: To make this clear what it means, "thought to be"- or 

"reputed to be," it someone argues: "x" is rich, h--r.ee he is happy? 
this is not rhetorically bad because wealth is reputed to be an in- 
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happiness. Of course it is not sufficient. But it j.q 


not as absurd as this is and as ridiculous because here exiles can 
live wherever they like except "/here they like to live, at home. 

So it is particularly stupid. Good. Then we come to the "propter 
hoc." Go on. 


Student: "Another fallacy consists of taking what is not the cause 

for the cause, as when a thins has happened at the same time as or 
after another; for it is believed that what happens after is produced 
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by the other, especially by politicians. Thus Denades declared 
that the policy of Demosthenes was the cause of all the evils to 
Athens, since it was followed by the war." 

Strauss: Kcw let us ship a bit, skip the next point — no, we can 

read that too. 

Student: "Another fallacy is the omission of when and how. For 

instance, Alexander had a right to carry off Helen, for the choice 
of a husband had beer, piven her by her father. But this was a fal¬ 
lacy; for it was not as might be thought for all time but only for 
the first time . . . 

Strauss; In other words, when she was unmarried. 

Student: "for the father's authority only lasts till then. Or if 

one should say that it is a wanton outrage to beet a free man; for 
this is not always the case, but only when the assailant gives the 
first blow." 


Strauss: Nov.- to come back to the example of Alexander and Helen, 

we had a case before, do you remember that, in 1398 a 22, when it 
was proven that Alexander was a man of signal temperance because 
he was satisfied with a single woman, which is a sign of temperance. 
But this was not criticized by Aristotle, why is this argument bet¬ 
ter than the one here? If we can make distinctions between poor 
arguments -- but, I think, we must, because that is one way of an 
intelligence test. 

Student: The first argument is good as far as it goes. Being 

faithful is sticking to one v/onan all the time. But it just happens 
that in his case there are other things . . . 

Strauss: Yes but what is the point of view? -hat was it that the 

first speaker wanted to prove? 

Student* A definition. 

Strauss: But still, a definition of what? Let us say temperance. 

In other words, the cose That Paris was temoerant is not as bad as 
to say that he was a just man, which is the issue here. By taking 
a?/ay another man's wife he was unjus.t, but he may still have been 
(inaudible) temoerant. So these are nice distinctions. 

Student: He uses this later too in comparing Alexander and Aristides 
in 1 think the Third Bonk, chapter 12, and ho doesn't explain. I 
suppose he his already accepted the argument he is making here. 

He didn't believe this, did he? 

Strauss: Ho, I do cat think Aristotle regarded this as sufficient (?) 

'.'/hat is the objection to the first argument, which is a bit better 
than the one here? 

Student: For a man whe r.rofesses virtue . . , 

Strauss: Granting that Paris ?/■<s perfectly satisfied with Helen, 
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does this prove his temperance, his decency? that's roughly the 
same word because it comes from the Greek word •'<'o-wn«v which means 
(inaudible), aopeor^nce, decency. Now what could it also prove? 
Granted that Alexander was entirely faithful, absolutely faithful 
to Helen, does this prove his tenoerance. ./ell it might Drove that 
Helen was a singularly attractive woman for him. It could have no¬ 
thin? to do with his character. But still taking: this somewhat 
loose definition of decency, which is here used, it is not on the 
face of it as shocking as this one, about his justice. Good, Now 
we come to a more subtle end fundamental difficulty in the next 
paragraph. 

cO 

Student: "Further, as in sophistical disoutations an apparent A arises 

as the result of considerin'? a thins first absolutely and then not 
absolutely, but only in a particular case. For instance, in Dialec¬ 
tic it is argued that that which is n<St is? for that which is not 
is t v, at which is not. Also that the unknown can be known; for it 
can be known that the ’unknown that it is unknown. Similarly in 
rhetoric . . . 

Strauss: But first, do you understand this seemingly unintelligible 

passage, that non-being is, I think that is a demonstrable propo¬ 
sition that non-beins is, I mean you couldn't possible say that 
non-being, or nothing, is not being if it were not in a sense. And 
if you say the unknowable is knowable, if you say this is unknowable, 
you could not oossible say that if you didn't know it in a sense. 

Is that true? For examcle, take Kant's famous attempt to prove the 
impossibility of speculative metaphysics, because the objects are 
unknowable. But how could he make this argument if they were not 
knowable? In a sense, in a sense. And the disregard of this "in 
a sense" is the defect there. 

Student: v/hich would you prefer if you had the choice, hapoiness 

or a ham sandwich? I can prove that a ham sandwich is better be¬ 
cause nothing is better than haooiness, and a ham sandwich is bet¬ 
ter than nothing. 

Strauss: Nothin? is better than . . . 

Student: Nothing is better than happiness, and a ham sandwich is 
better than nothing, *weli, I have quite a few objections, because 
I am not so much impressed by the virtues of a ham sandwich. Now 
what is the rhetorical equivalent of these famous difficulties? 

Student: "Similarly in rhetoric an apparent enthym.eme may arise 

from that which is not absolutely probable but only in particular 
cases, but this is not to be understood absolutely. As Agathon 
says, ’One misht perhaDS say that this very thing is probable. 

That many things happen to men that are not probable.’ For that 
which is contrary to orobability nevertheless does happen, so that 
which is contrary to probability is orobable. If this is so, that 
which is improbable will be Drobable, but not absolutely. But as 
in the case of soohistical disputations the argument becomes falla¬ 
cious when the circumstances, reference, and manner are not added. 

So here it will become so owing to the probability being not probable 
absolutely but only in particular cases." 
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Strauss i "in certain respects," 

Students "The Art of Corax is composed of this topic. If a man is 
not likely to be guilty of what he is accused of, for instance if 
being weak he is accused of assault and battery, his defense will 
be that the crime is not proba(Lj£|e. But if he is likely to be guilty, 
for instance if he is strong, it may be argued again that the crime 
is not probable for the very reason that it was bound to apoear so. 

It is the same in all other cases; for a man must either be likely 
to have committed a crime or not. Here both the alternatives appear 
equally probablej but the one is really so, the other not probable 
absolutely but only in the conditions mentioned. And this is what 
making the worse apoear the better argument means. Wherefore men 
were justly disgusted with the promise of Protagoras; for it is a 
lie, not a real but an apparent probability, not found in any art 
except rhetoric and sophistical." 

Strauss i How let us see that. In other words, the application to 
rhetoric of this well known sophism, that non-being is, is the 
improbable is probable, based here on the verse of Agathon. In a 
way it makes, of course, sense to say that, because clever people 
will do the improbable thing as strategy, not what everyone expects, 
but the improbable. And therefore one can sa.y pointedly the improb¬ 
able is probable. But Aristotle says that nevertheless this is a 
misuse because this probability, so to speak, is a probability of 
the second order we could say, and does not belong to the primary 
level of probabilities with which we are always concerned. From 
this point of view, this would destroy all ordinary probability 
reasoning. This man was found alone in that house, blood on his 
jacket, a sworn enemy of the murdered man and deriving money from 
his death. And then the man says, precisely because there is a 
ninety-nine percent probability, what a fool i would have been to 
kill him. It would be the end of all probability reasoning of 
all human life, one could say. There is a fundamental fallacy in¬ 
volved, How here Aristotle refers explicitly to a well known work 
of Protagoras, a famous sophist. He claimed that he was able to 
make the weaker logos, the weaker assertions, stronger, and Aristotle 
savs what ha means is that he wanted to make the improbable probable. 
But this does necessarily mean that this trick here, I mean the mis¬ 
use of probability as such, was Protagoras' point. /hat precisely 
did this famous principle mean? Needless to say this is something 
of great practical importance, especially in forensic rhetoric. A 
criminal who doesn't have a ghost of a chance according to all or¬ 
dinary considerations because the case is so clear, how can he be 
acquitted? If he has a lawyer or orator who can make the weaker 
(inaudible) stronger, stronger than that of the accuser. Now what 
is . . . The example which Aristophanes gives is this. Father beat¬ 
ing is generally regarded as bad. So that’s a strong logos. Now 
what noes a weaker say? It says, but Zeus fetterred his father. 

And now Zeus has obviously much more authority than any other being, 
and therefore father beating is (inaudible). You know, that means 
to make the weaker logos the stronger logos. And then one would 
have to- argue that out. This would of course not occur in ordinary 
forensic rhetoric, but not entirely unrelated to that. By the way, 
th.? being of non-being is the theme of Plato's dialogue Sophist , 
but there it is made perfectly clear that non-being does not mean 



XII, 13 


unqualified non-being, but being other. Being other means of 
course being not like that. In other words, it is impossible to 
sneak about being without introducing negativity of sorts. In an 
entirely different way that was done later by Hegel. This only in 
passing. Now let us turn to the next chapter. 

Student j “Next to v.'hat hes been said we must speak of refutation. 

An argument nay be refuted either by a counter syllogism or by 
bringing in objections. It is cle^r that the same topic may furnish 
counter syllogisms; for syllogisms are derived from probable mater¬ 
ials, and many probabilities are contrary to one another. An ob¬ 
jection is brought, as shown in the Topics , in four ways: it may 
be derived either from itself; or from what is similar; or from 
what is contrary; or from whet has been decided. In the first case, 
if for instance the enthymeme was intended to prove that love is 
good, two objections might be made; either tho general statement 
that all want is bad, or in particular that "Caunian love" would 
not have become proverbial unless some forms of love had been bad. 

Strauss; That means incest. Go on. 

Student; An objection from what is contrary is brought if, for in¬ 
stance, the enthymeme is trat the good man does good to all his 
friends, it may be objected that the bad man does not do harm to 
all his friends." 

Strauss; Now let us take the case more simply. The good man is • 
the opposite of the bad man. But the bad man also may benefit his 
friends. Therefore, it is not the property of the good nan to bene¬ 
fit his friends. This is his argument. Aristotle regards this as 
(inaudible) from a rhetorical point of view. It would lead of course 
to the conclusion that benefiting one’s friends is not of the essence 
of the good man. Or you have to make distinctions between what is 
a friend. I mean is the relation of (inaudible) to his helpers 
friendship? This leads then beyond what you can use in forensic 
rhetoric, 

Student; “An objection from what is similar is brought if the enthy¬ 
meme is that those who have been injured always hate, by arguing 
that those who been benefited do not always love.” 

Strauss: Yes, this is good enough, isn’t it. In other words, you 
v/ant to prove that this man who is suspected of having killed "b“ 
hated "b”. And you prove it by the fact that he hid been hurt bad¬ 
ly by the murdered man. And then the reply to that is, by no means. 
Just as people who suffer ill do not necessarily hate, or rather 
just as men who have suffered benefits are not necessarily grate¬ 
ful, there is no necessity why a man should have been hurt should 
be full of hate. 

Student: The problem I see here is that this seems more likely to 

be an argument of the occosite. 

Strauss; Yes, that is true. Averroes in his commentary, I looked 
it up, says it is a combination of a he opposite .and proportion, and 
proportion is what he me^ns by similitude: doing well, loving; doing 
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ill, hating, that combination of the two things. 

Student* Could give any example that would be more similar? 


Strauss* No. I tried in all cases to find a simple example, well 
of course I couldn't invest an infinite time. Very rarely did I 
succeed. Mow go on. 


Student: "For instance . . . 

au-ausai urie aees simmy xne nign degree to which these things 
were articulated in Aristotle's time that he could leave it at these 
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these works to which he refers when he says for example to the Art 
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training in these natters is particularly bad. The_teaching in 
rhetoric and also in formal logic has practically disappeared from 
general instruction. I know that roughly ten years before I tended 
the highest classes in high school formal logic was still a part 
of the obligatory instruction. I'm sure in this country too that 
has disappeared for quite some time. But on the other hand, in the 
philosophy courses, courses in formal logic were very rarely given. 
No where at the university where I studies was there such instruc¬ 
tion given formally. Logic meant at that time transcendental logic 
in the Kantian sense, and not formal logic. 


Student* "The fourth kind of objection is derived through the for¬ 
mer decisions of well known r.en. For instance, if the enthymeme 
is that one should make allowance for those who are drunk, for 
their offense is the result of ignorance, it may be objected that 
Pittacus then is unworthy of commendation. Otherwise he would not 
have laid down so severe a punishment for a man who commits an of¬ 
fense while drunk." 


Strauss* This is a reference to authority, 

(first side of to.oo rune out) 

refers here to the conflict between universal laws and laws peculiar 
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as Strong if it was committed by a rinmVsn man. Haro you Kavo the 

universal law, what he called the universal law in the chapter on 

that, is of oourso not cm appeal to authority , lm t» the appeal TO a 
Particular legislator. pit.hpr* your own or another highly reng«i:ed. 

Contradicting that universal law would be an example of that. 

Student: "Now the material of enthymemes is derived from four 

sources: probabilities, examples, necessary signs, and signs. Con¬ 
clusions are drawn from probabilities when based upon things which , . , 

Strauss: Now we do not have to read that. The main point I think 

is this, Aristotle says here it can be shown in all cases of rhe¬ 
torical argument that The proof is not strict, scientific. But 
this is not a legitimate refutation of a probable argument because 
that is taken for granted. Beyond a reasonable doubt -- Aristotle 
uses The Greek equivalent of that phrase. Beyond a reasonable 
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doubt means very probable. It does not neon that it is of apodic- 
tic certainty. Now of course taking this into consideration, we 
see how nuch depends on the ability of the speaker. Say, does a 
guilty defendant deserve city or not? Vhether ho will convince the 
jury or not will depend entirely on his power of oersuasion, i.e., 
on among other thin.as his prooer selection of the particular topos 
for this ournose. ?^'ow let us turn to 1403 a where he speaks about 

these various signs. 

Student: "Sims and enthynemes based upon signs even if true may 

be refuted in the manner previously stated; for it is clear from 
the Analytics that no sign can furnish a logical conclusion. As 
for enthymemes derived from examoles, they may be refuted in the 
same manner as orobabilities; for if we have a single fact that 
contradicts the opoonents example the argument is refuted as not 
being necessary, even though examples more in number and of more 
common occurence are otherwise, But if a majority of the examples 
is on the side of che opponent, we must contend either that the pre¬ 
sent examole is not similar to those cited by him,or that the thing 
did not take place in the same way, or that there is some difference. 
But necessary signs and the enthymemes derived from them cannot be 
refuted on the around of not furnishing a logical conclusion, as 
is clear from the Analytics . The only thing that remains is to 
orove that the thing alleged is nonexistent. But if it is evident 
that it is true end that it is a necessary sign, the argument at 
once becomes irrefutable; for by means of demonstration everything 
at once becomes clear," 


Strauss: Now what 

a necessary sign? 


is this? He says necessary signs. 
.■Ve had some examples before. 


Now what is 


Student: In 3ook rne, chapter 2 he gave two examples: one, it is 
a sign that a man is ill because he has a fever; and the other, a 
woman has had a child because she has milk. 


Strauss: The simplest I believe would be, where there is smoke there 

is fire. .Vheraas the one which you mentioned before: Socrates was 
wise, is just; hence the wise men are just, is absolutely inconclu¬ 
sive because ic might so happen beat one wise man, Socrates, was 
also just. Now if we take this case here for example. In this case 
what can vou do? An unmarried girl is pregnant. This is a fact. 

.ith this you have to start, And the.argument is this. The only 
man who could have responsible for the pregnancy was "x". If this 
is absolutely settled, the only thing to do which (inaudible) is 
to Drove that she is not pregnant. This is the kind of case he has 
in mind. For nonr.ecessery signs, as they are called here, "x" has 
dated that girl, and hence he is responsible for The oreenancy. 
Clearly this would not make any imoression on anyone. Good. Now 
we leave it at this and I would like to return for a few minutes 
to this broad question which I mentioned at the end of the last meet¬ 
ing and which was brought up today. 


Now the difference between oolitical, practical reasoning, orudent- 
ial reasoning, and rhetorical reasoning. Now political reasoning 
belongs to orudence and orudence is, according to the Sixth 3ook 
of the Ethics , I’ll read it in Thomas Aquinas (inaudible): 


"Prudence 
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is located not only in reeson bux hos also sonethins in the appetite. 
Prudence in the Aristotelian sense is constituted 'oy some fusion be¬ 
tween an intellectual quality and the moral qualities, virtues." 

If we start from this ooint, is this applicable to the question of 
rhetoric? You would say, the rhetorician must also have some moral 
qualities. 


Studentj No, that's the difference. The rhetorician does not need 
any moral . . . 

Strauss: In other words the rhetorician must oossess virtue and 

good- will as we have seen, but is this truly necessary. The reputa¬ 
tion of virtue and good will is oerfectly sufficient. If this were 
the whole evidence, one could say rhetorical reasoning is not neces¬ 
sarily and essentially influenced by the virtues and good character 
of the speaker — truly good as distinguished by reputation, which 
is a verv different thing. Now I looked up a statement by Roger 
Bacon in his Moral Philosophy . Roger 3acon you will not mistake 
for Francis Bacon. Roger Bacon is thirteenth century, I believe 
late thirteenth century. I do not remember the dates. And he was 
one of the first Latin authors to be influenced by the Arabs. He 
was engaged in missionary activity, and therefore learned Arabic, 
and so forth. Now he has quite a discussion of this problem of 
rhetoric in the Fifth Part of his Moral Philosophy . I have here 
a new critical edition of that by M.assa. How 1 will give you the 
main points: "Political science is strictly speaking practical and 
not speculative. Speculative sciences are such as do not teach us 
to be or to become good. Civil science in the looser sense consists 
however of a theoretical and practical part." In other words, in 
the practical science of morals and politics there is a more general 
part which can be called theoretical although it is not strictly 
speaking theoretical. It's only relatively theoretical. For example, 
Aristotle's various discussions about the various kinds of regimes 
goes much beyond the purpose of immediate practical use. And now 
he comes to the key point. "The theoretical part of the practical 
sciences docs not have the effect of making us good." Let us say 
this. Reading the Nicomachean Ethics , the analysis of choice and 
of the virtue being a mean, does not have the effect of making us 
good, nor, I suppose, t*-e description of the individual virtues. 

Now what follows from this. Moral philosophy is not for the sake 
of contemplation or speculation, but for the sake of our becoming 
good, as Aristotle said. And he says also there that knowledge or 
science has little or no effect toward virtue. Hence, scientific 
arguments are not sufficient for morality. Here is a place where 
rhetoric comes in. Rhetoric has this effect of bending our will, 
and this is his point. So the question we discussed earlier, the 
question of an exhortative rhetoric which would be conducive to mak¬ 
ing men good, at least aspire to being good, for which there is no 
place in Aristotle as we have seen, at least nnt in the Rhetoric . 
is here the central theme and we shall see soon why. Now in order 
to show how important this bending our will toward the good is, he 
says the practical intellect is more noble then the speculative in¬ 
tellect. Here he shows of course a non-Aristotelian premise, because 
Aristotle always denied that. Now let us see a few more passages. 

"Te need greater and more powerful inducements s-' that we are bent 
to this kind of thing. But this is exactly supplied by rhetorical 
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arguments and not by any others. Mow this argument /meaning the 
rhetorical arguments/ is not known to the general run of artists 
/artists in the medieval sense of the college students and teachers/, 
since the books of Aristotle and his commentators have only recently 
been translated and are not yet in use among the students. But 
Cicere’s Rhetoric which was known alwavs in the western world does 
not teach this argument, the rhetorical argument which makes us good, 
except only in connection with forensic ourposes, so that the orator 
could persuade the judge, etc. tie need she complete doctrine of 
Aristotle and his commentators to get this most desirable exhorta¬ 
tive rhetoric." That’s what Paeon said. Now I am not now concerned 
with whether chat is historically correct regarding Aristotle. I 
an only concerned with the fact that here we have a clear demand 
for this kind of rhetoric which to our common sense seems so evident¬ 
ly necessary. So here we have it. You will find . . . Aristotel¬ 
ian rhetoric is the one which exhorts to virtue. And now he refers 
to a oraise of rhetoric by Cicero in his (inaudible). But above 
all, and this shows, Augustine On Christian Doctrine . Book four. 
Augustine is the authority for the possibility and necessity of 
rhetoric. Now if we use the other word, sermon, the sermon which 
is to have this moral aooeol, that is the point (inaudible) primar¬ 
ily in mind. Now let me see whether I can find it. "Cicero had 
said, he is eloquent who can say small things in a small way, things 
of a medium weight or dignity in a medium way, and say the grand 
things in a grand way. And this he interprets to mean, to teach 
what should be done, this is the small; to delight the hearers touch¬ 
ing their (inaudible) is medium; but bending is the greatest. And 
is what is to be exoected of rhetoric. What are needed are affective 
sermons, speeches, which in a magnificent manner change the affect 
towards the deep, end here is the place for the grand style. . . . 
Demonstration doesn't move the practical intellect unless by acci¬ 
dent, but rhetoric moves t'-e practical intellect per se, essentially 
and absolutely and he can bend the mind, which demonstration never 
can." And then he sevs this Fifth Part of his own work must set 
forth arguments of extreme beauty so that the mind will suddenly 
be enraptured toward agreement and before it can see the contrary, 
meaning possible objections, as Farabi teaches in his book on the 
sciences. And he shows then in the sequel that this applies especi¬ 
ally to religious beliefs, to beliefs peculiar to a sect, sect in 
the sense of a religion as it was used in this kind of literature 
based on the Arabic sources. Now the whole argument regarding these 
things . , . The basis of all arguments here are the Church, Holy 
Scripture, the testimony of the Saints, the miracles, and so on, 
and the consent of all Catholic Doctors, and the arguments are fun¬ 
damentally of a rhetorical or poetic character. This does not make 
any fundamental difference. And he refers here, "One can learn much 
from Averroes* commentary and t H e book of Aristotle, which is avail¬ 
able in Latin although it is not in use by the multitudes. At the 
beginning of this commentary the translator said he was unable to 
translate the text of Aristotle because of xhe difficulty. But 
Horace's Poetics can be very helpful and also what Alfarabi, 
(inaudible/ say in their work. 

So I think this is quite interesting to consider. I had completely 
forgotten that. Here we have surely a statement about the edifying- 
rhetoric, exhorting rhetoric, which is not merely of biblical origin 
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bv the way, but in the Greek schools there developed sue 1 '' a thine; 
after Socrates' time and there is at least one example in Xenophon, 
in Memorabilia I of such a speech exhorting to virtue. So 

this existed but Aristotle has no systematic provision for this 
kind of rhetoric. That was the question. Does this help us in 
any way as regards our great question of the relation of* prudential 
and rhetorical reasoning. In a sense there is no reason whatever 
for assuming that there is any conflict here because you simply say, 
prudential reasoning is practical reasoning. And in the Logic 
Aristotle discusses only the various forms of theoretical reasoning, 
where even rhetorical reasoning would be regarded as theoretical. 

The absence, however, of any reference to this problem from the 
Rhetoric and certain difficulties in the (inaudible) itself creates 
the problem of which we have spoken before. I may say something 
more about it next time. 



Lecture XIII 

Aristotle's Rhetoric , May 25» 19&4 


(in progress) Strauss: What has this discussion of style and dic¬ 
tion to do with political science? But you answered that question. 
You can't make an analysis of Lincoln without paying very great at¬ 
tention^ his rhetoric. The sane would of course be true of Winston 
Churchill. But if one would raise the objection that these are un¬ 
usual nen ^>nd that the general run of politician is not considered 
fron this point of view, I would refer you to Senator Dirksen of 
Illinois who is obviously a rhetorician if not of the highest cali¬ 
ber, oerhios .a bit too high flown. 'When you say I found it a bit 
harsh if you sav that the Americans love money more than other na¬ 
tions, this hes be^n questioned and can very well be questioned. 

But it would have to be properly stated. Max Weber says somewhere 
in a discussion of capitalist morality that tax farmers (?) in for¬ 
mer ages and so on ar.d other kinds of people, no one could rival 
them in avarice. So this I think is somewhat unfair. But surely 
the absence of older social traditions from this country, the older 
non-caoitalist traditions, gives this country a peculiar character. 
That is perfectly true, Even in England, this old country with this 
long oast, I remember how I was shocked when 1 heard for the first 
time the question, how much is he worth. It is untranslatable into 
any other language, I believe. But this is not America, this is 
England. 

Students (inaudible) rate men according to how many sheep they had. 
This was their kind of money. 

Strauss: Well it nav be oure sentimentality but one can say _ 

sheer are simply nicer to look at, especially lambs. Nov, gold is 
mere durable than sheen, I know that. But, you know, there is a 
certain difference when the property consists in the immediate ob¬ 
jects of use than in that indirect thing, money, which of course 
has infinite advantages, as Aristotle has explained to us prior to 
Adam Smith, but still it has also its peculiar dangers. 


Nov/ I think that was a very good paper, especially since it answered 
one question -which one can raise about Aristotle’s Rhetoric as a 
whole, from the point, of view of present dav political science. 
Needless to say the remarks of Aristotle have very much to do with 
the fact that rhetoric is not equally required in all regimes, as 
you saw verv well. Say the government of the country is in the 
hands of twenty families and their most respected members and they 
meet in council. There is no need for rhetoric in this elaborate 
form. There is a need for it in popular government, obviously. I 
think that today a statesman cannot be quite successful if he is 
not an orator as well. This helps very much, whereas in other re¬ 
gimes there w*»s no necessity for that. Of course he must be able 
to state clearly what he wants, but that is not yet rhetoric. One 
has of course famous exceptions. There have been Presidents of the 
United States who have been notorious for not being good speakers, 
President Eiser.hov/er for exancle and I think also the present Presi¬ 
dent who doesn't strike one as a great orator. So this needs some 
qualification, especially the point that both rhetoric as such and 
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the level and character of rhetoric has something to do with the 
level and character of the polity. This is also clear. In that 
wonderful biography of Lincoln by that Englishman, cono c/i^^uicco 
there is a beautiful reflection on the Gettysburg Address, that it 
oid not make at thax time any impression. The impressive orator 
was a then famous man, Everett, who was the official speaker and 
he spoke for two hours end this was a masterpiece of rhetoric by 
ordinary standards, standards which are still noticeable behind 
Senator Dirksen, c certain high flown language. And of course this 
speech haS been forgotten. Low let us turn to the text. Let us 
read the beginning of he third Book which is a summary of what pre¬ 
cedes. 

Students "There ore three things which require special attention 
in regard to speech: first, the sources of proofs; secondly, style; 
and thirdly, the arrangements of the parts of the speech, .Ve have 
already spoken of proofs add stated that they are three in number, 
what is their nature, and why there are only three; for in all cases 
persuasion is the result either of the judges themselves being af¬ 
fected in a certain manner or because they consider the speakers 
to be of a certain character . . . 

Strauss: So the first is the effect on the passions. The second 
is the presentation of character, moral character. Yes. 

Student: "or because something has been demonstrated." 

ft 

Strauss: That’s xhe enthymene. 

Students " .'e hove also stated the sources from which enthymemes 
should be derived, some of then being special^the others general 
c ommonola.ee s," 


Strauss: So this is clear in principle. And now what remains, he 

goes on to say, is to speak about diction, or style as they trans¬ 
late it. Diction would be a more literal translation. Here, let 
us read that perhaps. 


Student: '7e have, therefore, next to speak of diction; for it is 
not sufficient to know what one ought to say, but one must also 
know how to say it. And this largely contributes to making the 
speech appear of a certain character. 

Strauss; Hearing the speech. He does not say here the speaker, al¬ 
though he implies that of course it will also reflect on the speaker. 


Student: In th.? first place, following the natural order, we inves¬ 

tigated that which first presented itself, what gives things them¬ 
selves their persuasiveness; in the second place, their arrangement 
by diction; and in the third place, delivery, which is of the great¬ 
est importance but has not yet been treated of by anybody. In fact, 
it only made its appearance late in tragedy and rhapsody." 


Strauss: low 
mer.tary mo k a s 
logic, if not 


let us stop here for one second. Averroes in his 
t’-vis remark: "Therefore it is, of course, a part 
according to Aristotle, surely according to the 


com- 

of 
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Aristotelian tradition. The logician considers those attributes 
of the speech which are comnon to all nations.” Any error in reason¬ 
ing is an error in all languages. But the speculation about that 
which is peculiar to individual nations belongs to the condition 
of the orator who lives in a particular nation. In other words, 
qua part of loe.ic rhetoric is as universal as dialectics or the an¬ 
alytics are. But in the case of the orator t^ere is something to 
be added which does not come in in the two other cases, namely what 
is proper ir. the l-ngusge of the individual people. In 1407 a 20 
there is a remark, at *ho beginning of the fifth chapter: 

Student: "Such then are the elements of speech. But purity, which 

is the foundation of style . . . 

Strauss: Let us stop here. The beginning, the principle, of dic¬ 

tion is, literally translated, to speak Greek. And this has a double 
meaning of course because you say of someone that he doesn't speak 
English not only, sav>if he is a Frenchman but also if he speaks 
English badly, I hat s not English, you would say. So (inaudible) 
has therefore the meaning a) simply speaking Greek and not another 
language, and b) also speaking proper Greek. Therefore you can 
speak of purity; that's the point. The fact that Aristotle uses 
here the word ” \i^> " of course is a clear indication of 

that particular limitation. Aristotle did not know of any rhetoric 
exercised by people who were not Greek. There are no such remarks 
in the Politics to this effect. The problem of history, as it is 
now called, would of course start from such utterances, that while 
rhetoric may have principles which are universal, at least in 
Aristotle's opinion, it is not altogether accidental that rhetoric 
emerged in Greece and that the great orators proper whom we have 
are Greek orators in the first place or people who learned from the 
Greeks. Averroes makes occasionally remarks in his commentary on 
things which are of no use among Arabs while they were evidently 
very important for use in Aristotle's time. He quotes Farabi to 
the effect that quite a few things which Aristotle said are neither 
intelligible nor useful to us. But I mention this only in passing. 
This is, of course, a broad question. Mow in the immediate sequel 
where we left off reading he says "acting," I believe. That's of 
course the root of the word "hypocrite." 

Student: Yes, that was a very difficult thing tc translate. 

Strauss: '.Veil I would translate it by "acting." A hypocrite is a 
man who acts the virtuous man. But (inaudible) has the lowest rank 
of all thinas to be considered in the book. Nevertheless, it is 
important. '.Thy? Because rhetoric addresses low people. In other 
words, if the addressees were men of high intellectual and moral 
standing, acting would be wholly superfluous, Mow let us go on. 

Where is this particular passage. Do you have it? Go on. 

Student: "First the poets themselves acted their tragedies. It 

is clear therefore that there is something of the sort in rhetoric 
as well as ir. ooetry and it has been dealt with by Glaucon of Teos 
amen? othe -s, Now delivery is a matter of voice, as to the mode 
in which it should be used for each particular emotion, when it 
should be leud, when low, when intermediate, and how the tones; 
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that is, shrill, deer, and intermediate should he used; and what 
rhythms are adapted to each subject; for there are three qualities 
that are considered; volume, harmony, and rhythm. Those who use 
these properly nearly always carry off the prizes in dramatic con¬ 
tests and as in the present day actors have greater influence on 
the stage than the ooets it is the same in political contests owing 
to the corruptness of our regime.” 

Strauss; Now let me see. Yes, "of the regimes.” Yes. 

Student; '*But no treatise has yet been composed on delivery since 
the matter of style itself only lately came into notice, and rightly 
considered it is thought vulgar. But since the whole business of 
rhetoric is to influence opinion, we must pay attention to it not 

as being right but as necessary; for as a matter of right one should 

aim at nothing more in a speech than how to avoid exciting pain or 
pleasure, for justice should consist in fighting the case with the 
facts alone so that evervthin j else besides demonstration is super¬ 
fluous " 

Strauss; Demonstration here in the broad sense where it means not 
only the reasonings but also the e{hjt\ical, presenting a character, 
and the appeal to the passions. But the acting element is to be 

included. Nov; let us go on. Although de jure it is something des¬ 

picable, de. facto it is something very important. 

Student; H Nevertheless, as.we have just said, it is of great impor¬ 
tance owing to the corruption of the hearer. However, in every 
system of instruction there is some slight necessity to pay atten¬ 
tion to style; for it does make a difference for the purpose of mak¬ 
ing a thing clear to speak in this or that manner. Still, the dif¬ 
ference is not so very great, but all these things are mere outward 
show for pleasing the hearer. Wherefore, no one teaches geometry 
in this way.* 

Strauss: In the most exact sciences rhetoric has no place. What 

we want in the way of diction there is demanded by the exactness 
and precision of the science itself, that you cannot use ambiguous 
words and do not make your proof unnecessarily complicated by refer- 
ing to irrelevant things in the proof itself. This doesn't even 
have to be considered as a part of diction, because it's not really. 
So in this respect Aristotle is as strict here as Plato in the 
Gorgias . The importance of hypocracies, of play acting, increases 
with the decay of the regimes. Now what Aristotle has in mind is 
this. What is the decay of the regimes? Let us act according to 
a rule stated by Aristotle stated in this very chapter, Replace 
the general, which is confusing because of its generality, by the 
specific. Remember that rule, that you should never use the genus 
but the species, unless you want to be obscure. Mow what does he 
mean by the defect, the poverty of tho regimes? What does he mean 
by that? .-. : hat regime was t^ere when Aristotle wrote this? 

Student: The Macedonian . . . 

Not yet. He's speaking 


Strauss: 


prior to xhe Macedonian conquest. 
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Student: Democracy? 

Strauss: Democracy, sure. And that is what Plato suggests all the 
time, That these meretricious arts, if they are arts, come to the 
fore with democracy. .'nether this applies to modern democracy is 
a. loner ouestion, but one thing is very striking, I believe: in the 
first place, the social position of the actors, I mean not only 
have the old and irrational taboos been taken away. You know, act¬ 
ors were generally regarded as the scum of the population. That 
has been completely taken away. They are truly artisans of manners, 
especially for the so called teenagers, I am given to understand. 

This is one thing which is quite remarkable, I think one can even 
speak, taking the broader Aristotelian view of regime where he does 
not merely mean the technically political but everything that gives 
character to society and forms character, whether the actors are 
not, the actors as actors disregarding all individual differences 
among them, are not as much giving a character to this society as 
say the politically leading men. But something much less ambiguous, 

I believe: And that is in the sanctuary of social science itself 
one of the key terms of present day social science is roles. You 
all have "n" roles. Simply stated, you are play acting all the time. 
You are never truly yourself. This is, I think, a very character¬ 
istic expression. In his role as citizen, in his rcle as father, 
etc. And the question is, what is the true man. A.nd t^is, of course 
is no longer a matter of sociology. Is it a matter of psychology? 
That would lead to a difficult question. Aristotle continues the' 
theme. • Go on. 


Student: "h'ow, when delivery comes into fashion it will have the 

same effect as acting. Some writers have attempted to say a few 
words aboux it, as Thras.ymachus in his Eleoi .” 

Strauss: This is of course our friend Thras.ymachus from the Republic 

"Eleoi" means speeches of compassion. He was a master of arousing 
anger and compassion, these opposite things of which we have read 
suite a bit. 


Student: ’’And in fact a gift for acting is a natural talent and 

depends less upon art, but in regard to style it is artificial.” 


Strauss: It is subject to be treated by an art. He says the gift 

for acting cannot be furthered very much by techne, by 

instruction. But as far as the diction is concerned, the influence 
of the art is very great. 


Student: ".‘/herefere people who excell in this -in their turn obtain 

orizes, just as orators who excell in delivery; for written speeahes 
owe their--effect not so much xo the sense as to the style.” 


Strauss: You must have known 

a Shakespearean play carefully 
than you would see even if it 
stratum is very likely not to 
man in charge of the acting, 
somethings which v;e cannot rea 


the experience that if you read say 
you see probably more things in it 
were acted very well, because a certain 
be understood by the actors or by the 
In xhe immediate sequel Aristotle says 
d now about the difference between 
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poetic ond rhetorical diction of -which the principle is obvious. 
Somethin® nay be very rood poetic diction and poor rhetoric, and 
vice versa. Let us rather turn to the next chapter. In the first 
part of this chapter he speaks of the two requirements of diction. 

It must be clear and it must be proper, appropriate. Appropriate 
means rather in the direction toward the stately, not to*say pompous 
of course, than in the direction of the vulgar. And this is achieved 
if the speech has a certain strangeness, literally translated, but 
of course not like a stranger who speaks a different lar.au?.ae. That 
would be - ^re-t defect. Instead it means a certain aloofness. 
Nevertheless, it must appear to be natural. If it sounds affected, 
then this is fatal. In other words, the orator must be able, as 
he puts it in 1404 b 24, to (inaudible) well. The audience must 
not for one moment have the impression that this is not a perfectly 
unrehearsed and natural utterence of the speaker. If any thought 
occurs that he figured out at hone this particular joke would have 
this effect, then the effect is of course ruined. The only proper 
device for oratory is the metaphor as distinguished from homonyms 
or synonyms. This he develops in the sequel. Now since he reconends 
metaphors so highly, what are the virtues of metaphors, 1405 a 8. 


Student: It has already been stated in the Poetics wh.at each of 

these things is, how many kinds of metaphor there are, and that it' 
is most important both in poetry and in prose. But the orator must 
devote greater attention to them in prose, since the latter has 
fewer resources than verse. It is metaphor above all that gives 
perspicuity, pleasure, and a foreiah air, and it cannot be learned 
from anyone else." 


Strauss: Now this is hard to understand. /hy cannot it be learned? 

Literally, it car.r.ot be taken from anyone else. Gan one not take 
a metaphor from someone else? I think we do it all the time. But 
that is not the metaphor which he means. Then it becomes trite 
almost. At least it will not be regarded as any special merit of 
the speaker. But if they have never heard the metaphor, if it was 
made by the speaker, then alone would it have the full effect. Does 
this make sense? Now it is clear metaphors must be appropriate on 
the one hand to the subject matter and on the other hand to the 
speaker. As for the subject matter, in defending an inveterate 
drunk the metaphors must be chosen from a different sphere than if 
you speak, as Cicero puts it, the majesty of the people (inaudible). 
You can't use the same metaphors (inaudible). And also it must be 
fit to the speaker. A young man cannot very well use metaphors taken 
from the experiences of old aae and to some extent it's also true 
the other way aroung. Good. Now the next chapter discusses, chap¬ 
ter 3 * how' does he translate that? 


Student: fftieidity of style? 


Strauss: Frigidity. I do not know whether I understand the meaning 
of this common American word well enough. A large part of what 
Aristotle discusses falls under the heading of the corny, c-o*r-n-y. 

I think the corny is onlv a part of -.'hat Aristotle means byjri.gidity 
but probably the m/'st obnoxious part of it. I give you one example 
of a very cornv t^ina vhlc’n is explicitly called frigid in the context, 
Thot occurs in Xenophon's Banme t , chanter 6, paragraph 7, Now there 
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was sore kind of -ctor around at the banquest and Socrates was not 
particularly .impressed by his performance and so this fellow became 
annoyed, and he says, are you Socrates who is called the thinker? 
now the Greek word could also mean the worrier. You know men who 
think about the (inaudible} of mats and similar things can be said 
to worry about things about which a sensible man does not. So 
Socrates replies, now is it not nicer than if 1 were called the 
thoughtless one? 1 'ho actor: but you are supposed to be .a thinker, 
a -worrier, of the things aloft /which was regarded as somewhat im¬ 
pious/. 'hereupon Socrates says, do you know anything that is more 
aloft than the ?ods /hence, that would be pious/.. No, by Seus, this 
fellow says, they don't sav you care for these, the gods, but for 
the most useless things /meaning the motion o.f the sun and the moon 
and so on/. Socrates: but even so I would care for the gods. /And 
now tdare comes a joke^ Socrates: for they help us by giving rain 
from above and they give us light from above. If I talk frigidly 
you are responsible because you cause troubles to me. Now I will 
translate this. The useless is in Greek " aa/Opj/ios ." (writing 
on the board, largely inaudible), "from above" and "helping" so 
that he interprets "useless" as helping from above. Iviis is frigid. 

I thought i should mention this little example. Nov/ the simple over¬ 
all rule which Aristotle gives regarding the frigid is stated in 
IT 06 a 15-17. 

Student: "But one must aim at the mean; for neglect to do so does 
more harm than speaking at random, for a random style lacks merit 
but excess is vicious." 


Strauss: I believe that is evi i 

is preferable to over-wrought (?) 
Toward the end of ahis chapter, 


entlv sensible, A careless style 
and therefore frigid (inaudible) 
1-36 b 5 j 




Student: "The fourth cause of frigidity of style is to be found in 
metaphors; for metaphors also are inappropriate, some because they 
are ridiculous — for the comic poets also anploy them . . . 

Ssrauss: '.Vhat does "for" mean here? How does Aristotle reason here? 
Some metaphors are imnrooer because of their ridiculous character 
for the comic poets too use metaphors. 


Student: Doesn't he mean they use them in order to get laughs? 

Strauss: Yes, a.nd this fact proves that metaphors can be . . . be¬ 
cause this is one of Aristotle's characteristic insertions where 
one doesn't necessarily see -/hat the connection is. Yes. 


Student: "others because they are too dignified and somewhat tragic. 

And if they are farfetched they are obscure, as when Gorgias said, 
'affairs pale and bloodless,' 'you have showh shame and reaped mis¬ 
fortune'; for this is too much like poetry. And as Alcidamas calls 
philosophy 'a bulwark of the laws' . . . 

Strauss; By the wav there is a certain ambiguity. It may also mean 
(inaudible) against the nomos. So it is more subtle than it seems. 

Student: "and the Odyssey 'a beautiful mirror of human life' and 
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'introducing no such clay thin 0 in poetry,' All these expressions 
fail to produce persuasion for the reasons stated. As for what 
Gorgias said to the- swallow which flying over his head let fall her 
droppings upon him, it was in the best tragic style. He exclaimed, 
•Why, for shame, Philomela.' For there would have been nothing in 
this act disgraceful for a bird, whereas it would have been for a 
young ladv. The reproach therefore was appropriate, addressing her 
as she was, not, as she is. 


Strauss* I think we have no difficulty in understanding the last 
case, the last example, but otherwise Aristotle seems nuch too stern 
for our tastes. For example, what is wrong with this Gorgian saying, 
'you have sown basely or disgracefully,. and you have harvested badly?’ 
What is so bad about that. Also the Odyssey is called a beautiful 
mirror of human life — nothing is more common to us than this. 

Is Aristotle more strict, more classic in his tastes, or what is it? 
fny do we feel differently? 

Student* He's taking a much simoler audience than . , , (inaudible), 
Strauss* But still . . . 


Student: (inaudible) 

Strauss* 3ut on the other hand what I read about the Lincoln-Douglas 
debates, which were addressed primarily to a rural audience, they 
were on a very high level, I do not know whether this is sufficient. 


Student* These phrases aren't as poetic to us as they ray be to 
the Greeks, For example, the metaohor of the mirror, the beautiful 
mirror, I'm sure it's been used and reused since then whereas it 
may have been quite fresh to the Greeks and very poetic, also the 
other one by Gorgias . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss* That may be. 

Student* Cowing shame and reaping misfortune would be much too 
grandiose . . , (inaudible). 


Strauss* Well, that depends. If it would be in the case of the 
drunkard we discussed before, it would be impossible. But if it 
were said about a great blunder say in.foreign policy — you have 
broken the treaty and I warned you at the time. Now you will get 
it. 


Student* I have the impression that he is saying that the situation 
calls for something not so light as the metaphor. When dealing with 
a subject as shame and misfortune the metaphor is too light, too 
poetic to be appropriate. 

Strauss* But he says explicitly, because of the stately and tragic, 
which is surely not light. He doesn't even give an example of a 
metaphor which is conical or ridiculous. 

Student* I was only goin° to sav that this would be precisely ap¬ 
propriate to ilunich, sowing shame and reaping misfortune. It would 
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have "been most appropriate to say in September of 1939. 

Strauss: Yes. 

Student: I have no answer except that others because they are too 

dignified and somehow tragic, maybe he's thinking of this tragic 
experience, 

Another Student: ‘One question: /as the context known to his audi¬ 
ence at that time and which has escaped us now? Now the Odyssey . 
we know those two statements. But the first two — could they have 
been applied by Gordias to something which was much beneath the se¬ 
verity of the sentence? 

Strauss: That we do not know. But he is here only concerned that 

expressions of this kind are not fit for public speech. 

Student: Under any circumstances? 

Strauss: He seems to have regarded them as particularly good ex¬ 
amples. Otherwise he wouldn't have picked them. Now I believe 
some of vou stated it already. For example, let us take sowing and 
harvesting. This is of course very well known to us from the Bible. 
And that's what inr. Levi indicated in his speech. The Bible is the 
background of much of modern .'estern oratory. So, in other words, 
what stems from the Bible, regardless of how it would be judged 
from the noint of view of rhetoric, ceases to have that extreme 
strangeness and farfetchness which it would have if it did not 
come from the uible; I believe that is the important point. Now 
regarding the mirror, that poetry is the mirror of life, we have 
been (inaudible) with this ad nauseam. That is also what one of 
you said. Once these expressions become a oart of the heritage 
they are no longer in any way conspicuous and they could only be 
blamed sometimes for being used too often. But they can no longer 
be rejected as too stately. Needless to say, end this is the only 
point where I differ very much from Mr. Levi, the Bible was not 
read as poetry. I mean this was a modern invention of the eighteenth 
century, when Sir (inaudible) wrote a book on the sacred poetry of 
the Hebrews, But the Bible was not read as poetry, and therefore 
it wouldn't fall under this criticism. 


Student: It has the same effect, a.poetic effect upon the audience, 

like the Iliad had the effect on the Greeks of being their standard . . 


Strauss: Yes but it was nor a holy book. We must never forget that. 
We must never regard it as a holy book. It was regarded as their 
greatest book, but never as a holy book. And therefore it did not 
enter into the daily life as much as the Bible did. The incidents 
were very well known, of course, but it was something very different. 


Student: I was just going to say that the Bible was (inaudible) 

poetry . . . (inaudible). 


Strauss: But still, this did not belong to ora 
belong to oratory. And the question is whether 
taken from hymns and indirectly from the Bible 


cory. Hymns did not 
the use of phrases 
in secular or political 
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oratory r whether there are not also some limits in that. Now if 
Lincoln made such a magnificent use of it this had also to do with 
an unusual situation in the Civil V.'ar. You know, if you used for 
a change in oil denletion laws, it would sound funny. It all de¬ 
pends on the subject. /hen Lincoln was simply conceited by the 
whole situation to fall back on the notion of the war ?_s a punish¬ 
ment for slavery, and which could only be divine punishment, the 
magnitude of the thome justified that. This would have to be con¬ 
sidered in each case. 


Studenti Lincoln also used the Bible for not so very high purposes. 
He wrote a satirical piece or. a frontier wedding in which he. made 
great fun at a mixup on which wife went to whom. And he created 
quite a bit of stir . . . (inaudible). 

Strauss* »'hat has this to do with the subject we are discussing, 
namely public oratory, being deliberative or forensic oratory in 
the first place. Analogous to that would be what might be said in 
a Greek bancuet. Think of the speeches in Plato's 3anmet , a sub¬ 
ject which Aristotle doesn’t take up here at all. That wouldn't 
contradict that. 


Student* I meant to say that Biblical style Is not only used for 
high ourposes . . . 


Strauss* That was 
a kind of oarody. 
means that there is 
and therefore there 
SDeech. In the nex 
fer ve^v little he 
makes explicit whet 
Let us turn to 1406 
are some beautiful 
tions Plato's Recub 


kind of parody being used, not 


offensive 


itiat s sometuina umerent 


dui nrio'co 


but 

here 


let us read onlv th 


a strict line separating oratory from poetry 
are limits on the use of metaphors in public 
t chacter Aristotle discusses similes which dif- 
s-’vs from metaphors, because the simile simply 
the metaohor does not, that it is like something, 
b 17. No this we cannot possibly read. There 
examDies here of proper similes. He also men- 
lic . Now what is oarticularly worthwhile? '.Veil, 
o Platonic examples. 


Student j "Again, Plato in the Republic compares those who strip 
the dead to curs ' v.hich bite stones but do not touch those who threw 
them.’ He also says that the peoole is like a ship's captain who 
is vigorous but rather deaf, that poets' versos those who are in 
the bloom of youth but lack beauty; for neither the one after they 


have lost their 


bloom 


nor the others after thev have been broken 


up appear the same as before." 


Strauss* I think they are well dene, all three of them, as similes. 
Now let us turn to the next chapter, 1^07 a 30» where he speaks 
first of the necessity of the connection so that you must know, 

"/ell the simple case in Greek, men and death, that you must know 
the referent in each case er.d that must be made clear. The next 
point which he makes is then the second point, that one must use 
the peculiar names, or words. 


Student: "The second to employ special, not generic, 
third consists in avoiding ambiguous terms unless you 
intend the opposite, like those who having nothing to 


terms; the 
deliberately 
say yet oretend 
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to say something-, 'inch people acconolish this by the use of verse 
after the manner of inoehocles; for the Iona circumlocutions take 
in the hearers who find themselves affected like the majority of 
those who listen to the soothsayers, for when the latter ut ;er 
their ambiguities then also assent. For example, ’Croesus by cros¬ 
sing the Halys s^all suin a mighty dominion.’ And as there is less 
chance of making a mistake when speaking generally diviners express 
themselves in general terns cn the question of f ; ct; for in slay¬ 
ing "odd or even" one is more likely to be right if he says "even" 
or ’’odd" than if he rives a definite number, and sinilalry, one 
who says it will be than if he states when. This is why soothsayers 
do not define che exact tine. All such ambiguities are alike. 
V/herefcre thev should be avoided, except for some such reason.” 


Strauss: So, in of>cr words, ambiguity or darknesses may be used 

if thev serve a curcose, otherwise not. Yes, now circumlocution 
cons isms oartly -- that is in a way a literal translation of the 
Greek word which means in this case the genus instead of the species 
cut ix me^ns .also surrounding-, what comorises it, circum, circumlo¬ 
cution. The simplest example which occurred to me from our age is 
the term "antisemitism," which means hatred or hostility to the Jews 
But what is really meant is concealed by a generality, because Jews 
happen to be Semites and therefore when I hear about such people I 
say, what he’s an nntisenite, -''hat’s wrong with Nasser. But of 
course no one thinks of that. This is the most well known example 
to me, but they are used all xhe time and it is interesting to see 
why it is used. That is xhe interesting question. Jh.y, for example 
this tern was coined in the nineteenth century. Because this, like 
ail politically used terms, h?s e function. And this is the inter¬ 
esting thing. Aristotle makes this clear, that if it done deliber¬ 
ately then it is not wrong. It is not against the primary rules 
of speech. 


Student: Isn’t it just that in most of the languages it is easier 

to say this than to go through curcumlocutions . . . 

Strauss: Tut people could have got along very well without this 

term. Once the tern hes become accepted, it is a bit of a hardship 
to avoid it. That’s quite true. Tut this doesn’t explain its ori¬ 
ginal introduction. Guite a, few inventions were not originally jus¬ 
tified, but which are justified once they have been established. 

No exannle occurs to me at the moment, but I’m sure there are many. 
And therefore the phenomenon which was meant existed before the term 
wes coined. You c^-n say it et ail tines, but ix was never called 
that way. 

Student: Did the phenomenon exist before ihe nineteenth century. 

Before you could refer to these things as pogroms, but in the nine¬ 
teenth century something new come about. 


Strauss: 'Jell if you look up the (inaudible), xhe dictionary of 

classical ar.tiivity in Garner., there is on article "Antisemitism 
in Classical Antiquity." Ac this will simply orove that it existed, 
thet somethin® of this kind existed in Alexandria for example, in 
Rome toe. Tut xho to-on didn't exist. The term emerged by virtue 
of these reflections about xhe difference between the and 
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Semitic r?.ca '’rid this -./as duo to the study of langu; ip.es in tho first 
olace. You know, two different typos of lar.puae.es s Semitic and the 
Indo-C-ernanic, and (inaudible) end such famous scholars made a theor 
of it, about the Semitic mind, but here without any ar.tisenitic in¬ 
tention, But. then once the term was coined, it could be used in 
order to conceal the fact that the object of the (inaudible) were 
only the Jews, ibis is not quite uninteresting, but simply one 
case study anon*? many of how such terns, what the motivation was. 

Now of course the men who ore particularlv concerned with oroorietv 
of scientific language, our social scientists, they use these terms 
without ar.y reflection 'hotP-nr, for example, the new-nations. 
What's a ne ■/ notion? Is India a new nation? Is China a new nation? 
Is Turkey a new nation? What dees it mean? This of course also 
has a non-sc ier.tific reason, a purely political reason, namely in 
order r.ot to hurt the feelings of these nations. In order not to 
cell them underdeveloped, they are colled new, or emerging, that 
is the most recent one. 


Students The expectant notions, I just saw. 


Strau 
which 
tant 
is to 
neve r 
find 
a 16 , 
tic , 
a.nd a 
insol 


s: Expectant, wonderful. This, I believe, refers to those 

acquired statehood, Angola would be an expec- 
astic, yes. The serious thing is that if science 
d strict in its terminology and value free it must 
cutions, of course. Is that not obvious. We can 
we look. Let us turn to the next chapter, 1408 
s, after the quote of the Lady Fig. It is pathe- 


have not vet 
nation. Fant 
be severe an 
use circumlo 
sin wherever 
or thereabou 

pathetic in the original sense of appealing to the passions 
rousing passi 

ence 'then one must speak like an anarv men. 


ons. .-ow pathetic speech, when it is a case of 


Student: "Style expresses emotion when a man 
wanton outrage with indignation and reserve." 
chanter 6? 


speaks with anger of 
Did we skip a. chapter 


Strauss: Wo, r.o 


t was chapter 6, No we skipped chapter 6. 


Student: "Style exoresses emotion when a mar. speaks with anger of 

wanton outrage, with indignation and reserve even in mentioning them 
of things foul or impious." 


Stra.uss: Is this not ?. beautiful distinction. In t*e one case 

t’^ere is nothing wrong in celling a sca.de a spade, a case of out¬ 
rage. But in the case of impiety, even the mentioning of t s e crime 
is not proper. And of course the other cases are obvious which he 
mentions here. Oc on where left off. 


Student: 
of things 
also makes 


"with admiration of things praiseworthy, with lowliness 
pitiable, end so in all other cases. Accropriate style 
the facts appear credible; for the mind of the hearer 


is imposed upon . . . 


Strauss: I-iore literally, "for the 
He doss not speak of the mind here 
makes a paralogism. 


soul makes a logical error." 
because (inaudible) the passions 
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Studenti "for the 
the impression the 
such circumstances 
even if it is net 
as he represents t 


soul of the hearer makes a logical error under 
t the speaker is speaking the truth because in 
’■'is feelings are the sane so that he thinks, 
the cose as the speaker puts it, that things are 
hem. And the hearer always sympathizes with . . 


Straussi It is stronger. "And 
in the some way ..." t’he soul, 
persuaded. 


the hearer is affected together, 
the passions, not the mind, is here 


Student: "with one who soeaks emotionally, even though he really 

says nothing." 


Strauss: So pathetic, emotional diction deliberately creates a lo¬ 

gical error conducive to the cause for which the speaker speaks. 
Yes, now he speaks about the ethical character. 

Student: "Character also may be expressed by the proof from signs. 

Strauss: Character is ethos. 

Student: "because to each class and habit there is an appropriate 

style. I mean class in reference to age, child, man, or old man; 
to sex, man or woman; to country, Spartan or Thessalian. I call 
habits those moral states which form a man's character in life; for 
not all habits do this." 


Strauss: That is not moral character, "I call habits according 
to which a man is o? such and such a quality in regard to life, for 
what is life; for life is not of such and such a character by vir¬ 
tue of every habit." If a man has a habit of grammar, if he speaks 


correct English and writes 


it 


correctly, this does not by itself 


give a character *o his life, dhereas 
temperance, which gives a character 


of 


ot^er habits, like the habit 
to life. Yes. 


Student: "If then anyone uses the language appropriate to each ha¬ 

bit he will represent she character . , . 


Strauss: 


Literally, he will produce the character. 


Ssudent: "he will produce the character; for the uneducated man 

will not say the same things in the same way as the educated." 


Strauss: So if he specks like an educated man, then he will pre¬ 

sent himself as an educated man. And he will have the peculiar 
authority, advantage or disadvantage connected with it, because 
there are also audiences before which if he talked like an educated 
man it would do him harm. I believe Adlai Stevenson was sometimes 
accused on this score. I remember that. 


Student: "But the hearers also are impressed i 

(first siie of taoe runs out) 

Student: "... employed ed nauseam by writers 

'’oes not know? Everybody knows; for the hearer 


a 




of speeches, 
agrees because 


<ho 

he 
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ic ashamed to an near not to share what is a matter of connor. know¬ 
ledge •" 

Strauss» I think the late Stalin was a master of this device, but 
this had something to do with the (inaudible) used. He used very 
frequently the exoression "as is well known," all the tine. And 
these thin.es were of course veil known only under certain premises. 
Good, How finally the next few lines. 


Students "The opportune or inooportune use of these devices applies 
to ail kinds of rhetoric. But whenever one has gone too far the 
remedy may be found in the common piece of advice that he should 
rebuke himself in advance, for then the excess seems true, since 
the orator is obviously aware of what he is doing," 

Strauss; Veil these are of course such phrases like "I almost said," 
but you have paid it already; "one is tempted to say," and you imply 
that vou resist the temptation but others don't; and this kind of 
shins:. dell I think I should say a few words about the general 
question which we took up last time about the general problem of 
rhetoric ar.d prudence. Mow the first question which I would like 
to repeat on the basis of Roger Bacon, to whom I referred last tine, 
is moral, political, prudential reasoning rhetorical reasoning? 

This is asserted by Roger Bacon. And I did not read perhaps with 
sufficient emphasis the key passage. He proves his assertion by 
reference to Aristotle. (re.adir.g?) ; "Aristotle in the First Book 
of the Bthics holds that moral science must not use demonstration 
but rhetorical arguments; for it is an error, as he says there, that 
moral science should use demonstration and that the mathematical 
sciences should use rhetorical arguments, since demonstration does 
not bend the practical intellect to its works but is referred by 
itself to the speculative intellect because it does not proceed be¬ 
yond the proofs of science. And therefore also dialectics is of no 
value in moral thinss and in persuasion, since if demonstration has 
no place there the dialectical argument too can't have a place there 
because the end or purpose of dialectical argument is demonstration, 
in so far as the dialecticel argument paves the way for demonstration. 
That, I think, is a very good and perfectly Aristotelian argument, 
but the main argument is of course not valid, fou know Aristotle 
says very briefly in this passage, 109^ b 19 - 2 ?, that it is absurd 
to demand from a rhetorician mathematical certainty as it would be 
to permit the mathematician The use of rhetorical arguments. This 
does not bear out Bacon's interpretation at all. The fundamental 
difficulty is the following. According to Bacon himself, in another 
part of the book, the orator, The man who has a habit of oratory, 
does not have to be a moral nan. But prudence is inseparable from 
moral virtue. Mow this alone would already settle the question re¬ 
garding dialectics as well. Because The dialectician too does not 
as such require moral virtue, but prudential reasoning does. Still 
I would like to say a few words on the question of dialectics. 


A book came out in 
Politics and Prac* 
fell, 1 happen to 
M ow vhot dees 
tics, which is not 


German by a political scientist, 
ioal Philosophy . Unfortunately it is in German, 
read German with great ease so it is no difficulty. 


sayv He uses pracTice synonymously 
quite correct but we can let it pass. 


with poli- 
Practice 
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is based on premises which are true generally but not universally. 

In the field of theory there is only necessity, no probability or 
accident. The German word for accident could also mean chance. 

So you could also say chance. In the field of practice.however, 
actions are not necessary, not determined, but free, how political 
science is possible only as a practical science. The organ of that 
organ, the intellectual organ, is phronesis, prudence, practical 
wisdom. This is nerfectlv correct. But then he ?oes on to say 
that dialectics is a method fundamental to all disciolines of prac¬ 
tical thinkins:, for example, especially for jurisprudence, or legal 
reasoning. Dialectics has its olace where questions permit more 
than one answer but where it is required than an answer be given. 

You know, you cannot suspend judgment as you could in theoretical 
questions. He refers to Burnet/, the great English classical schol¬ 
ar who had said of the Nicomachean Ethics that is dialectical 
throughout. But it w^s also another scholar .who says That there 
are no stringent, apodictic proofs in the ?hysics or metaphysics 
either, or if, very rarely. In other words, contrary to what he 
suggests, dialectical argument is in no way limited, to practical 
science. Dialectical argument has its place everyv/here where we 
start from opinions as opinions. And dialectic is distinguished 
from apodictic, not from theoretic. And to repeat the point which 
I made before*. +>e habitus of the dialectician does not require 
moral virtue, whereas prudence in the Aristotelian sense does. So 
xhe thesis cannot be maintained as it stands. But there is of course 
a great difficulty here which is not disposed of by these remarks. 
Even if prudential reasoning is fundamentally different from dialec¬ 
tical reasoning, there is surely a certain overlapping. Now from 
the most superficial and external point of view, compare Book Five 
of the‘ rolitics with the Ethics . in the Ethics Aristotle addresses 
gentlemen, morally good men, explicitly. They alone are fit hearers. 
But when he gives counsel to a tyrant, by definition not a gentle¬ 
man — you remember those passages which are so well known and some 
people sav, oh here is Aristotle so very close to our good old 
1'achiavelli, by giving advice xo tyrants. Here he argues to the 
tyrant from the tyrant’s point of view. Let us avoid the word 
"prudential." Let us say he argues purely exrodientially. You who 
want to ce secure in .v-'ur power, '.veil then you must not be wholly 
wicked as you are in the habit of being but half wicked, as Aristotle 
put it. In other words, be sensible, don’t murder everyone who 
thwarts you, but only when it is absolutely necessary. Bo this is 
a kind of argument which is not prudential in the strict sense. 

And the same applies of course to oth^r things too. ./hen he areues 
for example that you must make this kind of combination of election 
by lot and election by raising the hand in this kind of regime and 
another one in that kind of regime, this is of course also one which 
does not require moral purpose, but is, one can say, purely expedien- 
tial. And here is of course also understood, that these sound advices 
do net guarantee success. For example, when he states the case of 
this tyrant, he wants to be secure not to worry all the time tha.t 
he will be assassinated by the many enemies he has made, and now 
he will stop it and become a bit more sensible. But it may be too 
late of course. In a given case :he relaxation of tyrannical rule 
may even bring about his murder, which might not haooen if he had 
none on with his vicious career. You know, human things are very 
complicated. Now the question arises, is not much, if not all, 



XIII, 16 


political reasoning of this expediential as distinguished from gen¬ 
tlemanly character, end is it not it not in all cases of qualified 
validity, meaning not apodictically certain? 

now let us take a few examples, A clear line of policy: anti-Com- 


A strong iiATC is of 


munism, the ; ./est against the Communist last, 
course a very important part of it. But then.there is, what some 
people would cull, the defection of DeGaulle. And his notion was 
based on the peculiar situation of Prance, and he stated it already 
in his forties in his memoirs. The first requirement of France is 
an alliance with Russia, Soviet or not Soviet. The second circle 
takes in England. «nd the third circle only takes in the united 
States. And he acts on this as you can see. This creates a dif¬ 
ficulty. Can you continue the clear line, the liberal democratic 
.Vest versus the Communist Fast; under all circumstances? I believe 
that I am not guilty of any sympathy with Communism, therefore I 
have a greater right to sneak about it than some others. But of 
course no one can exclude the possibility that at some time this 
country might be compelled to ally itself with one of the Red giants 
against the other. I think it's just common sense to say so. But 
it is only, however, an illustration of the impossibility of making 
universally valid judgments in- that field. Incidentally, there is' 
a great authority regarding these matters, it occurs to me. And 
that is Bdmund Burke. You know what he thought about the French 
Revolution, and yet he said well if it has reached a certain amount 
of cower we may have to accept it as a nuisance on the earth for 
some centuries. Then the crusade, as one could call it, which he 
propagandized revolutionary Fqr^ce would no longer be a field of 
policy. 


Now whan we speak it might be necessary to make this or that alli¬ 
ance, whet do we mean by necessary here. .’ell I think on the poli¬ 
tically most effective level it means nothing but necessary for 
the self-preservation of this country. Because if any additional 
considerations are concerned then it becomes already complicated 
and there cannot be expected the same degree of unanimity, the prac¬ 
tical unanimity 'which you have if it is a matter of sheer self- 
preservation. Generally speaking, necessity means in such arguments 
the self-preservation of a country, the country we speak of and the 
addressees. But vhat is that to which all things refer, the country? 
What character does it have? (inaudible) part of Germany, it belongs 
to Germany. That's the question. Does is belong to Germany as the 
arm belongs to a man? There can be no doubt that the arm belongs 
to a man. And if it is taken away, his nature has been impaired. 

Do provinces of a country belong to that country in the sane way? 
ve take for granted in all such arguments that they are part of the 
country, as the members of the human body are oart of the human 
tody. But here is of course the opinion element, because what is 
due- ultimately to historical accident is taken to be natural. And 
this leads to a rhetoric of its own, like natural frontiers. Natural 
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ex or ess ion, t : "-e 
ment. Somethin^, 
has admittedly c 
der not to make 
rhetoric, let us 
a rhetorical e::c 


eternal France, this is obviously a rhetorical state- 
eternal cannot have cone into be ire. And France 
one into beine. One car even date it, 843. In or- 
the mistake of some peoole who soeak of DeCaulle's 
not forget that the war against ooverty is also 
ression. It would need a lone defense. 


Mow another examole, laws in general. Law is the dictate of right 
reason. That is true, if it is a. good law. But do the laws owe 
their validity to the ri^ht reasons? Laws must be enacted, and they 
are enacted ordinarily on the basis of reasons which are not identi¬ 
cal with the rood reasons but with rhetorical reasons. And these 
rhetorical reasons affect of course then also the interpretation 
of the law, because . . . (inaudible). So here is another sphere 
where the dialectical oratory comes in. Now there are other cases 
ir. political argument of a verv soecial kind. For example, if you 
are confronted by an adversary who claims that his whole oosition, 
his strategy plus tactics, to say nothin* of his highest trineiples, 
are theoretically true, scientifically correct, as in the case of 
Communism, .then of course in that case the refutation of these things 
would not be prudential, but would be itself theoretical or scienti¬ 
fic. That is clear. But ordinarily I think we have to leave it 
at that, that logically sneaking the arguments used in politics are 
surely mostly dialectical ana rhetorical. I have a few passages 
here, but ±. will oostpone this for the next meeting. 


I just looked uo the Federal1st Faoers from this point of view and 
I though- how good it would be if someone would write a Masters or 
Doctors thesis, I do not know -what would be more practical, on the 
Federalist racers , on the arguments of the Federalist Papers from 
this ooint o’ 1 ' view. It would be a logical analysis. The Federalist 
Pa oers are so interesting because they are already influenced by 
this new kind of political science, sav started by Hobbes, which 
claimed to have theoretical certainty regarding the most crucial 
practical questions, practical political questions. But nevertheless 
the Federalist ?a pe --s is an eminently sober book. Still, to argue 
that out -would be a verv helpful study. And also by throwing light 
on the difficulties in present dav political science which of course 
is very anxious to lead up to policy proposals and believes it can 
avoid all the difficulties by saying That everything is scientific 
with us except the end, or as thev call it, the values. Assuming 
these and these ends, and this is a.mere assumption which has no 
theoretical dignity, everything else is necessary. Is it truly neces¬ 
sary? To study that would be very interesting. 

Student» I'd like to know if you, on the basis of the point you 
arrived at today on this q lestion, Then retract or -would restate 
the conclusions that you arrived at earlier, a week ago, about 
Pericles' speech about Leaara in Thucydides. You said then you didn't 
see any rhetorical reasoning . . . 


Strauss j But rhetorical reasoning 
I said this. 


. . I remember that distinctly. 
Arisxotle takes it for granted, and naturally, that 
each is rhetorical in the sense in which he defines it, 
consisting of enthvmemes at che core. Mow but if you read this speech, 
not the funeral speech, which is of course epideictic speech you 


a public o 


e D' 
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could say at its worst — I mean the statement that we get the pro- 
ducts from all countries to Athens, and this kind of thine:, I've 
foraot cen no.v the details — this speech, ;.he first speech at the 
end of the First Book, and when I read it I simply said it is in 
the Aristotelian sense barely rhetorical. It is almost as severe 
and strictly argued as a first rate state paper. The question was 
then, what is the kind of reasoning in a first rate state paper. 

Now Aristotle would of course sav, if it is a first rate state paper 
it must be prudential reasoning. And prudence includes morality, 
morality on the oart of :ho speaker and shown in the proposals. 

But there is a difficulty here. I mean not that I question the 
moral virtue of Pericles, but whether these proposals could not 
have been made under the circumstances by a man of a much lower 
character than Pericles but of equal cleverness, seeing the situa¬ 
tion as it is. And therefore the question arises, what is the 
character of the reasoning of a first rate state paper. And it is 
safe to assume that not all first rate state papers are made by 
men of high moral virtue but of great competence, imagination, and 
other morally neutral qualities. This is then the question. Is 
such political reasoning, and vhat is its status. And I think, 

I may not have developed it as much as I did today, but what I in¬ 
tended surely was the same, that ultimately we come back to premises 
which are no longer evident but opinions. In this particular case 
Pericles presuppose-’ of course that Athens must remain an empire. 

What is the basis for that? 

Now Pericles would not for one moment say as in the German-Znglish 
discussion prior to The First -'orld /.ar, we must expand, or in re¬ 
lation to the Second .orld ./ar, the living space question, we must 
be imperial otherwise we will starve. No one said that, but the 
glory of empire and the grandeur of empire — that was what . . . 

And the appearance of a purely quote objective unquote reasoning 
v;here no irrelevances like honor and glory enter has very much to 
do with the power of economic thought in modern times, which also 
claims to show that here there are necessities which have nothing 
whatever to do with with any questionable low or high goals. We 
must export or die. '<e must expand or die. In other words, in mo¬ 
dern times people believed to have discovered a whole sohere which 
is strictly morally neutral and which by itself would give sufficient 
guidance to action. 

Student: But isn’t it also true that in your analysis of this 

speech, you were saying that Pericles did not use a. (inaudible) 
form of reasoning such as one we would normally use before such a 
huge assembly of oeoole? 

Strauss: No, no. 

Student: And if not, then what does this mean? 

Strauss: Well I develooed this, I believe, either at that time or 

last time that the premises which are implied, for example, in very 
strict /f^Jnguage and radical language, the goals, the political goals 
are sav almost universal-ly not true felicity but some imagined feli¬ 
city, wealth, power, whatever it may be. And therefore the ultimate 
premises are quesiionable on this ground, which does not mean that 
they can be questioned politically. You couldn't be elected dog- 
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catcher on the basis of your standing for true felicity. That goes 
without saying. But still from “he highest point of view we must 
sav that this is not the highest (inaudible). The other ooint of 
view is the unit for which these good things are claimed is fun¬ 
damentally an accidental unit. That this place, Attica, these and 
these original villages settled together and became the polls of 
Athens. Well, why not the next village to tne west which was left 
out? There is something arbitrarv to that. And you know what peo¬ 
ple have tried to do. They thought they would find a wonderful 
criterion which is absolutely uncriticizable so that the society 
is trulv natural: nationalism, rationalism is simply defined by 
language. All oeonle sneaking German must form one political com¬ 
munity. And we draw the lines regardless of any other consideration. 
I mean, there may be many German enclaves in France and vice versa. 

We don't care. This i° simolv not feasible. The German Swiss ore- 
fer absolutely the company of the Swiss French and Swiss Italians 
'to that of the Germans of the (inaudible). Canada, you have the 
same problem. The case of Austria-Hungary is, 1 think, the most 
beautiful oroof of the absurdity of nationalism as a theoretical 
dogma. As Churchill has wisely said, these people would be much 
better of if they hud remained members of the Austrian-Hungarian 
monarchy. The whole misery of the Second World War and of the Rus¬ 
sian occupation could have been avoided without that. And so na¬ 
tionalism is not . . . within limits, yes, but as a theoretical 
(inaudible), impossible, ./ell, the Hazis tried to he still more 
scientific end said not language but race. But then you come into 
other difficulties. There is no possibility in this sense, you do 
not find a natural basis which would entitle you to say this is as 
much part of a country or nation as an arm is of the human body. 

That simoly does r.ot exist. There are approximations to that, but 
these are caused bv what Burke called prescription, which is surely 
nothing that would enter into an anodic tic argument, because pre¬ 
scription cannot be universally valid. We would still be in those 
caves in which our beastlike ancestors lived if prescription alone 
prevailed, and r.ot positive change. The di'fficulxies would come 
out in one wav or the other. 



Lecture XIV 

Aristotle's Rhetoric. I .ay 2.7, 196 L 


(in ororress) Straus 


iow i don't have to ask you whet is the 


relevance of all those things for political science after the dis¬ 
cussion of last tine. .'e don't have to eo into t'at, If oratory 
is important to the oolitioa1 scene, then one should kno•/ something 
about oratory in order to distinguish bet :een the good and the bad 
oratory, between the soohisticateci ' : nd sirnole oratory, and so on. 
someone must a poly his mind to that. And if so no one of the immense 
mental cower of Aristotle has done it, v/e should only be grateful 
and not complain. You understand something of (inaudible), I be¬ 
lieve, and of meter. 

Student: A little 
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to 
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tra-’ss j _ regret to say mat x neglee t these things almost con- 
ole tely ora" th°ref'-re - cannot hole you very much in these matters 
..'hot strikes a no 
details. Althou 

least important subject of rhetoric, if it is an imoortant ingredi¬ 
ent of, an essential ingredient of rhetoric, delivery, then one has 
to study it. I mean this amazing (inaudible) character of Aristotle, 
that there is no field of human study, with the possible of mathe¬ 
matics, to which he has not applied his immense mind. But of course 
he aoolied his mind to mathematics in his Analytics and other logi¬ 
cal writings, but ho is, 1 believe, not counted among the heroes 
ir the history of mathematics. Although I rend in a very eood study 

. . . You /.now much better than I, kr. _, what is idr, Kl*/»°'• J 

thesis about Duelid's doctrine of proportion? Is this not based 
philosophically on Aristotle, on a bre-'k with the rlatonic doctrine, 
the whole question of fractions? 

Student: The way I've heard it Eudoxus was the first important 

(inaudible) t l, e definition on which the theory of proportion rests. 
And I've heard that Eudoxus was a pupil of ri.ato's. 


Strauss: But there is somet v ’ir.g else. I'm sorry I do not know 

this sufficiently. But still, Aristotle is no"' famous as a mathe¬ 
matician. Let us not m^ke any bones about that. One has of course 
to consider all the time is shot Aristotle is confronted with a radi¬ 
cal change in rhetoric which has taken place in the last two gener¬ 
ations ard which is chiefly due to Gorgias. This is his stvle of 
immense preciousness ^r.1 sophistication, and Aristotle recces against 
that. but he dees not simply wish to return to the simple, politi¬ 
cal rhetoric practiced sav up to ^50 (?) or so, but a mean: not a.s 
artless as say (inaudible) was or Themistoclep may be, but on the 
other hand not so obtrusive*y artful as Goraias. This is an impor¬ 
tant point to the general character of the argument. There is on¬ 
ly or.e thing "'ith wb ich I would lik® to take issue with you. You 
sav the mer.v arguments ■■• , hic v > Aristotle uses in or^or to mak° a point 
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pC tenable tor a verv simple 
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Strausss But if he trips to prove a point and says this and this 
assertion is absurd , furthermore, besides, in addition, and fives 
say eleven arguments ana Inst it, this has nothing to do with rhetor¬ 
ic nor has it to do anything with mere teaching purposes in any 
sense, but. it has a much deeoer reason, I mean, in a strict scien¬ 
tific a^unent only one proof is required, there may be two ways 
of provine some theory, but then the question arises 'which is the 
best. And then we don’t (inaudible). But Aristotle’s works are 
in this sense r.ct scientific, Cr to use a. very frequent modern word, 
Aristotle does not proceed systematically. He looks around. He 
does not deduce c’v-.tsver he asserts from something p ranted in ad- 


He looks around. 


And that is the dialec 
Starting from 


vance m a str«i?ht line, 

tic? I character of his whole fundamental reasoning, 
what Is "rented by opinion or in opinion, and -a great variety o 
th ines are pr-rnted ... Cf course not all are relevant to the 
subject at hand, bum quite a few -re . (inaudible) in such a thing 
as his criticism of Zeno and Lelissus in the First Book of the Physics 
and you see this simple way , this natural ’may, of carryir.se conviction. 
By the way in all philosophic discussions, I believe, to the present 
day this is still understood, that vou argue , take your arguments 
from the various (inaudible) cert inert to such a matter. Good. But 


was very cle^-ed with your oarer 


First I would like to return the capers . I have only one point to 
note here, (inaudible) It is practical 'wisdom 'which governs propriety 
end keens rhetoric on the point. It does not need to be accompanied 
bv the possession of moral duality , but the orator crust at least 
be able to command a reputation for moral virtue, create an appear¬ 
ance of moral quality, I understand how vou arrive a: this conclusion 
but it is open to objection on one simple around. Practical wisdom 
keens rhetoric on the noint, but it does not r.eeo the possession of 
moral quality. You see the (inaudible)? Good character, moral qual¬ 
ity, is inseparable from practical wisdom and vice versa. So it is 
easy to refute this assertion, but' nevertheless t' M ore is a. difficulty 
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cnoser. 
For ex 
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is for 
word " 
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standi 
theory 
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cies under the proper genus and vice versa, 
t is bettor red than dead, and the opcosite, 
, the word "red" in the first sentence 
seecies of the sene ?enus to which the 
entence belongs. He speaks only in these 
hat does he mean by that? What is the 
Id identify that. If someone is better 
sa, better dead than red, which is the 
nes red arid dead belong;? Unfortunately 
It is of some imDortan.ee not for the under¬ 
ne for practical purposes but for our 


Students He means an unhappy situation. 

Strauss: This is very circum.locutary. Both are evils. That is 

the genus. Red is an evil and dead is an evil and the question is 
what is she greater or less. This is the point. But it is not bad 
that he takes such contemporary rhetorical statements and tries to 
analyse them, how let us turn to our assignment. Let us read a 
few cossages. be cannot go into detail. Read the beginning of 
chapter 3. 

Student: "The form of diction should be neither metrical nor with¬ 

out rhythm. If it is metrical it lacks persuasiveness, for it ap¬ 
pears artificial, and at the same time it distracts the hearers’ 
attention since it sets him on the watch for the recurrence of such 
and such a cadence. Just as when the public criers ask,’Whom does 
the emancipated choose for his patron,’the children shout, ’Cleon.’ 
If it is -without rhythm, it is unlimited, whereas it ought to be 
limited but not by meter;’ for that which is unlimited is unpleasant 
and unknowable, how all things are limited by number, and the num¬ 
ber belonging to the forms of diction is rhythm of which the meters 
are divisions, 'therefore orose must be rhythmical but not metrical, 
otherwise it will be a poem. Lor must this rhythm be rigorously 
carried out, but only uo to a. certain point." 


Strauss: Veil that is obviously very sober and sound as he states 

it. ho meter, or for that matter no rhyme, obviously because it 
(inaudible)the tension. (inaudible) how is he going to rhyme say 

Bobby Baker, or whatever, and this reflects the tension. And since 
the rhymes are not likely all to be good . , . (inaudible). So 
there cannot be meter, a noetic form of rhetoric, nor can it be un¬ 
rhythmical. 'hat does he mean? In a simple way without consider¬ 
ing the diction or this kind of thing, what is unrhythmical, an op¬ 
erational definition? 


Studen' 


(inaudible) 


Strauss: Maybe, but not necessarily, but this is not the peculiarity 

'Veil I made it- clear to mvsolf in my migrations through the world 
when I came from a very un-recublica.n country, like Germany, to much 
more language conscious countries like France and England. You hear 
it almost immediately, that 


that sooken French or an English sentence — 
well I do not soe-’k of the Italians because still more t 're Italians 
are oeoole who enjoy every sentence they speak, -which goes beyond 
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the French and the English. But the German (inaudible) does not 
have this rhythmic character, and i used this simple for ny private 
orientation. The German sentence can be . . . (inaudible) rather 
like you know these b^er wagons, these four (inaudible) horses. 

There is a kind of rhythm perhaps there too. Or another ooint which 
I observed after having undergone some French and English influence 
without having studied Cicero or Aristotle for that purpose, the 
German sentence in learned literature in which the Germans have 
been very successful, esoecially regarding the Americans — I be¬ 
lieve t v at American social science is stylistically deeply indebted 
to German (inaudible) and the Italians I saw — end this is what I 
call the sausage. You know, just when you have a sausage there is 
alwpvs a question car^rou not put a bit more meat into it. You know, 
the line is hard to draw where it will burst at the seams. If you 
read deberian (inaudible) you will easily find examples of that. 

Two or three relative clauses dependent on each other — well if 
you read carefully you -'ill see which is which, but it obviously 
has nn form or share. It cannot be taken in in one view, to use 
the excression which Aristotle uses here and he uses also in his 
Politics , surveyability, intelligibility while it is spoken. This 
is crucial. Good. If one wants to exaggerate, one could say, that 
is of course not what Aristotle means, that a rhythmic sentence re¬ 
sembles more a dance than this wagon with the four horses. That 
goes too far, bus it is not entirely wrong. And so while this is 
necessary and especially because of the question of being taken in 
in one view, and this is of course affected by the musical character 
of the sentence also, not only by t’-e number of clauses, etc. I 
think we leave it at That and turn to the next chapter. ./e don't 
have to begin at The beginning, 1409 a 3*+. where he makes the dis¬ 
tinction between two kinds cf diction. 


Students "Such is the continuous style. The other style consists 
of periods, and by periods I mean a sentence that has a beginning 
an- : end in itself and a magnitude that can be easily grasped." 

Strauss: " '/ell taken in in one view" would be a somewhat better trans¬ 
lation of this wonderful Gre-k word, well visible, overlookable, 
together. Aristotle says this of the polls. The polls must ha.ve 
this character of being taken in in one view, otherwise it is too 
large for human living together. 


Students "V/ hat is written in this style is oleasant and easy to 
learn, pleasant because it is the ooposite of that which is unlimit¬ 
ed , because the hearer at every moment thinks he is securing some¬ 
thing for himself and that seme conclusion has been reached, dhere- 
ns it is unpleasant neither to foresee nor to pet to The end of any¬ 
thing. It is easy to learn because it can be easilv retained in 
the memory. The re ison is that the periodic style has number, which 
of all things is the easiest to remember. That explains why all 
learn verse with cheater facility than prose; for it has number by 
which it can be me os-'.red . . . 


Strauss: He me-ns of course 

ber v^rse, which is.l Think 
t^an to remember "rose, whic 
am j. wrong or. this ooint? B 


esoecially that it is easier to remen- 
a fact. It's sister to remember verse 
h we all know from our school days, or 
ecause you have a considerable support 
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"or memory 'bv the metrical or rhyming character, which you do not 
hove in arose. Yes, the period we con say is something; like the 
stroche in noetry. It hns a certoin unity end con therefore be bet¬ 
ter remembered, The hearer or reader is kept in breath, as it were, 
by the foreseeable, ir. o way foreseeable end. Whereas if the in¬ 
structor is not oeriodic, he doesn’t know where it will lead to and 
some eraso of where it will lead to is required, Now some oeoole 

L 

of course take care of t i s difficulty by saving a.t the beginning, 

I an going to do t s . is and this. Now it is cerhaos not necessary 
for an attorney defend lt~ the defendant to say I’m "ring to defend 
the defendant, but he car. nerhaos say at the beginning, I am going 
to show you (inaudible). That is sometimes heloful. But it is 
not very artful, r.ot v-'-ry artistic, to give the plan o 
at the beginning arid if it cones out (inaudible) it is 
Now -a few more casraees we can or.lv consider and then turn to a 
more general discussion. In the next chanter, begin at the begin¬ 
ning. 


f your sneech 
more gracious. 


Student: "H^vin 0 settled these questions we must next state the 

sources of smart and popular savings.” 

Strauss: Perha.cs ore could translate this a bit better. Smart is 
literally translated "urban" or "townish," a word which doesn't ex¬ 
ist ir. English me--nine not rustic, r.ot rural. -he usual translation, 
nor clownish, not local vokel, or whatever the anpropriatp terms 
are. And the other, ” oocular," one can say, but nopular has so ’"any 
different coarctations rov;, "In high reoute" would be more literal, 
"which is famous." A cosmetic car. be pooular, and that simply means 
it is used by move noonle, or said to bo use"' bv more ceopls, than 
another. But the deservedly popular is nor imniied in oocular. 

But the Greek word has something of this "highly regarded." Let's 
keen this in mind. It may come in handy some time, that popular 
is nor the same as highly regarded. Yes. 

Student: "They are orcdviced either by natural genius or by practice. 

To show whor ■‘■hey •'-re is the function of this inquiry. Lot us there¬ 
fore be^ir. bv giving a full list of them, and let our starting point 
fc 1 low • 11 




a u s s s 


This v/as '"-he occasion for your general remark. 


Student: "Easy learning is naturally oleosant to all, and words 

mean something, so that ail words which make us learn something are 
most pleasant. Now we do not know the meanin - of strange words, 
and crocer terms we know already." 


Strauss: By orooer terms 

properly designate within 
the thin? meant. So it is 
sceaks of dogs arv : cats if 
Of course, if he would aoo 
phorically then it would b 


he means something like dog, words which 
the sphere of the language in question 
in no way a sign of an art if an crater 
the subject matter are dogs and cats, 
lv it to a certain nolitical subject neta- 
o different. Go on. 
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bloom. The similes of 
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he ooo ;s also oav 


iihe sane of "To 


V/herefore, if t’nev are well 


constructed an impression of smartness Is produced," 

Strauss: I do r.ot know whether . . . This is of course an English¬ 
man who translated this, and- It is possible that in Enel uni at that 
tine, 50 years ago, "smart" had a somewhat different meaning than 
it has now, I think in present day America I would not translate 
the Gre»k word by smart, because today "/hen you speak cf smart you 
have no suggestions of arace. Do you? 

Student: ,’e talk about people being a smart dresser . . . (inaudible) 

of good taste. 

Strauss: Smart has served this meaning? A smart dresser is not a 

sharp dresser? 


1 1 ^ *0 • 

.* “ 4 . b ■ 


0 , no 


Strauss: tell, I see. You see how important it is to know all 

to is. Good. So in smart dresser there is a certain implication 
of graceful. 

Student: Yes. Knowing how to do it, well done. 

Strauss: Thank vou. Go on. 

Student: "for the simile, as we have said, is a metaphor differing 

only by the addition of a word. therefore it is less pleasant be¬ 
cause it is longer. It does not say that this ^is that, so that the 
mind does not even examine this. Of necessity therefore . . . 

Strauss: Ghat is this for example? Socrates is said in Aristophanes' 
C1 0 uds to have said 'heaven is a storte (?)' ihis is not a sigjile. 

A simile would be, heaven is like a. stofre. And therefore, according 
to Aristotle, the simile as such (inaudible) by emphasizing the dis¬ 
similarity also, does not give as much ( inaudible) to thinking, to 
outing together, than the metaphor. Go on. 

Student: "Of necessity therefore all style and enthymem.es that give 

us raoid information are smart. This is the reason why superficial 
enthymemes, meaning those that are obvious to all and need no nen- 
tal effort, and those which when stated are not understood are not 
popular, but only those which are understood the moment they are 
stated or those of which the meaning although not clear at first 
comes a little later; for from the latter a kind of knowledge re¬ 
sults, from the former neither the one nor the other." 


strauss: 

man to which aristotl<= traces all these phenomena? Ghat decides 
-he preference of metaphor to simile and all other cases of this 
k inri? 

Student: A desire fer ncouisitior. of knowledge? 


how let us stoo here, dhat is the root in the nature of 


^5 i" >*n u c? o • 

*»J * _i '.A v., « 


0 2 wp 


learning is the tc•■-•n used by him here. Do 


vou remember Lh.e first sentence of the l.etaohvsics? 
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Studenti Ail by nature desire to know. 


Strauss: Yes, yes, which has been frequently ridiculed by peoole 

because Aristotle, they say, didn't know human be inns. But what 
Aristotle means is somethin® vegy sirnole which he constantly can 
confirm, '/hen he see ales of all men, he uses a ohenonena which we 
co 2 ': find everywhere, that men ere curious. All men are curious. 

'■/den some strar.ee sight occurs, the mere si®ht interests us, or 
the sound for that meter, 'without any concern for their well being. 
If someone is conic--'1.I.y dressed, everyone would . . . Aristotle 
has in mind this. uf course they are only or. the lowest level, 
and the des.ire to know on the highest level is somethin® very dif¬ 
ferent, But ordinary is the form in which desire for knowledge ap¬ 
pears in everyday life anon® all r>eople. Yes, but Aristotle makes 
here another assertion which is imolied in the fact that this is 


a natural desire, 
to this asseriion 


that learning is by nature pleasant, ho rebellion 
on the basis of vour own exoerier.ee? 


Student: (inaudible) it's a tedious thin® to learn. 

Strauss: rainful 

Student: It's not child's clay, 1 think we would agree, 

Strauss: Painful, he says. It's in the Politics , I do not remember. 

At anv rate he says it clearly. Inis we surely know. But how does 
resolve this seenin® contradiction? 

Student: Easily. 

Strauss: Yasiiy or quickly, that is pleasant. If it is difficult 

and slov/, then it is of course painful. But this doesn’t mean that 
if the difficult'and slov/ process is conducted to an end it is not 
verv oleasir.g, I mean, if finally after many years of being bother¬ 
ed bv a nrnblen you find a solution, then this is eminently cleasant. 
That's clear. So there is no difficulty here. .e will oerhaps take 
this uo a little bit later. The fundamental issue is, must one have 
recurrence to this oremise, that man by nature desires to learn, 
in order to understand the best way of talking to political multi¬ 
tudes. This is of course verv much counter to the oresent day 
(inaudible) who goes to (inaudible) learn, uost people so there 
to anolaud the candidate of their favor, or to heckle the other 
one. Read a bit of it later on, what he .also must do, he must put 
things before the eyes, line 33 or 

Student: " v'e ought to see what is being done, rather than what is 

going to be done. /e ought therefore to aim at three things: meta- 
nhore, antithesis, actuality." 


Strauss: The word which is translated by "actuality" is emergeia, 

which is grammaticslly, etymologically the root of energy rather 
than of actuality. /hile energy means something entirely differ¬ 
ent in modern ohysics than it means in Aristotelian ohysics, yet 
there is some connection here. The translation "actuality" is quite 
defensible. It is exol^-ined in the context. The things which are 
be in® none as distinguished from things that will or may be done in 
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ure. The orator, in other " r ord3, has to make the facts of 
e ore sent, actual. ( inaucl ible) what is now, what is oresent, 

course not merely because it is oresent, but what is present 
oeak. That is the crimery meanins, (inaudible) means to be 
s work, and of course at that work in its fullness. Let us 
that the specific work of a horse is to run — I say let us 
that — then the energeia of the horse would be when the 
s running. And of course if it is an old decrepit mare or 
newly born, so to coeak, then it cannot be the true energeia 
the horse is not at its oeak. 3ut a full-fledged, grown- 
e, healthy, in the act of running, that's the energeia, the 
t work of :he horse. That may suffice for the oresent time, 
ns ition to the modern meaning was of course mediated by ohy- 
y the change which the word energy underwent in ohysics on 
from Aristotle say to Leibniz. But there is also a less 
fic change that ca'n also he understood. Let us turn to 
?.2, when he takes up this question again. 


Student: 


II 7 


e have sal' 1 that smart sayings are derived from orooor- 


tional metanhor and exnressions which set things before the eyes. 

'Ve must now exdain the meaning of before the eyes and what must 
be done to oroduce this. I mean that things are set before the eyes 
by words that sinnifv actuality." 

Strauss: Thich show things in their being a.t work. 

Student: "for instance, to say that a good man is four square is 

a metaohor, for both these are comolete." 


Strauss: Both these, which both t^ese? The (inaudible) and the 

good man. 

Student: "But the ohrase does not express actuality, whereas ’of 

one having the crime of his life in full bloom’ does. Similarly 
’thee like a sacred animal ranging at will’ exoresses actuality. 

And in ’Thereuoon the Greeks shooting forvrard with their feet’ the 
word ’shooting’ contains both actuality and metaphor. And as Homer 
often by making use of netaohor speaks of inanimate things as if 
they were animate, and it is to creating actuality in all such cases 
that his pocularity is due, as in the following examples: ’Again 
the ruthless stone rolled down to the plane,’ ’the arrow flew,’ 

’the arrow eager to fly towards the crowd,’ ’the srears were buried 
in the ground longing to take their fill of flesh,’ ’the spear ooint 
spread eagerly through his breast.’ In all these examoles there 
is aopearance of actuality, since the objects are represented as 
animate." 


Strauss: 3c in other words what Aristotle means by actuality, by 

makin? things actual, is oartly animation, to present the inanimate 
as animate. I think if one would develoo this, one would see a 
connection between the term energy as now understood, the vividness 
of cower. You know this term energy is now in verv common use, and 


no 


nly now. 


hink it came into common use in the late eighteenth 


century. I remember a ;-h. D. thesis being written in the Committee 
on Social Thought on the use of energy by Stendhal where it clays 
a very great role. But it is of course very common in Rousseau. 
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This only ir. passing. how let us read a few more passages in this 
chapter, 1412 a 2.4, after he has referred to Stesic’norus. 

Student: ’’And clever riddles are agreeable for the same reason? 

for something is learned and the expression is also metaphorical. 
And what fheodorus calls novel expressions arise when what follows 
is paradoxical and, as he outs it, not in accordance with our pre¬ 
vious expectations, just as humorists make use of slight changes 
in words. The same effect is produced by jokes that turn on a 
change of letter, for they are deceotive.” 


Strauss: Here com^s back again the question of learning, how that 

in solving a riddle a kind of learning is involved, that is obvious. 
Whether we learn something profound, that is another question, but 
you learn something here. You have here the question say that's 
the river, if I remember my few looks at such things, and you have 
to find out which river meets the specifications (inaudible). Some 
problem, 'solving as they sev — problem solving would probably be 
the present day equivalent to that. Cope gives this example from 
Cicero, for this kind of rhetorical effect, ./hat does this man lack 
except property and virtue? This is one used by Cicero for illus¬ 
trating a principle. And Cooe questions that learning constitutes 
a pleasure. But what would Aristotle say in order to justify his 
interpretation that in'such things we learn something. I mean here 
an orator sneaks about a man who is notoriously defective. Every¬ 
one knows that. And then he says, this is a man without any flaws, 
except he's pnor end lacks virtue. How would Aristotle justify his 
interpretation that we learn here? I think it could be justified. 
You see, learning means not only learning something which we have 
never known before. In this case we knew that this man lacked pro¬ 
perty and virtue. But learning' means also relearning something of 
which we have become doubtful. Bow in the moment this nan makes a 
remark, this is a kind of auesticnina of all our knowledge. If he 
says of this particular individual, he is so perfect. And then to 
become reassured that we can trust our senses, so to speak, is a 
kind of learning. I believe that is vhat Aristotle would say about 
this. Bov/ I have only two more passages, 1^12 b 16 , shortly before 
the quotation from Anaxandrides. 

Student: "For example, in the phrase . . . 

Strauss: Ho, a little bit later, immediately before the quote. 

Student: "It is the same with the celebrated verse of Anaxandrides, 

'It is noble to die before doing anything that deserves death,' for 

this is the same as savin? that 'It is 'worthy to die when one does 

not deserve to die' or that 'It is worthy to die when cne is not 

-worthy of death' or when one does nothing that is worthy of death, 

Bow the form of expression in these savings is the same, but the 

more concisely and antithetically th°v are expressed the greater 

is their por.ularitv. The reason is that antithesis . . . 

. <-* 

Strauss: Foouiaritv always in this sense of hi.gh.lv regarded. 


gtun.ent: "The reason is that antithesis is 

conciseness gives knowledge tt. ne rapidly." 


ore instructive and 
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Strauss j You. ?so o in, kr.nwled ?e , knowled ee or learning. He 
learns somethin.?.. I rust say, I mv he entirely mistaken, I think 
‘he formulation which Aristotle himself ?ives, "It is worthy to 
die while not he in? wnrchy to die," seems to be more herd hitting, 
more conciseThan tr-e (inaudible). but I nay be mistaken. How 
does the translator translate it. 

Student: "It is worthy to die if one does not deserve to die." 


Strauss: ./ell mo~e pointedly, "if one is not worthy to die.” This 

would be more neat, _ believe. lie waver this may be, why again 
learning? ./hat do we learn here? Well it is hard to say here in 
this case, but let us take an alternative (inaudible), what does 
Hobhbes say about (inaudible) things? Why do we enjoy them? 


Student: They out somebody down by then for one thing. 

Strauss: Whv do we lau^h? 

Student« Because wo see somebody out down. 


Strauss: To lurch m^ars to see someone fall. And if t.neself falls, 

one cries. i v '"t's Hobbes sirnole explanation. in other words, we 
laugh v.’^en we feel ourself 'suocrior. That's the ooint, For exam- 
ole, children see another child who has a manifest bodily defect, 
whatever it m«y he, °nd they laugh at him. This kind of thing. 

Or if he sneaks a. foreign language, if he can't sneak English . . . 
And every defect is laughable because it rives -he other a feeling 
of suoeriority, ^cc^ntir.g It for the argument, how 'would Aristotle 
argue here? .-ell, what is the greatest defect? 

Student: (inaudidle) 


Strauss: All right, but still even this is controversial. Only 
ask the Syndicate. This is Controversial, but one thing which is 
not controversial, and the Syndicate agrees with Aristotle, or Mr. 
Percy for that matter: stuoidity. They claim to be very clever, 
the Syndicate. So, lack of understanding, bo, the ridiculous par 
excellence would be that when another man reveals a defect of under¬ 
standing, of course not every defect but some. But why that, why 
is this the greatest defect, the most generally admitted defect? 
Because knowing or Learning is our natural desire, the highest nat¬ 
ural desire. I will say a few questions later about this question 
of the ridiculous. Only one more passage, the immediate sequel, 
where you left offs 


Student: "Wow further, in order that what is said may be true and 

not superficial it must always either apply to a oarxicular person 
or be suitably expressed; for it is cossible for it to have one 
quality and not the other. For instance, 'One ought to die guilt¬ 
less of any offense,’ 'The worthy man should take a worthy woman . . . 


Strausss Ao tice these 
true, but this is very 
loquial expression for 
'•/ell it has been . . . 


are trivial commonplaces. They are nuite 
-°oor in rhetoric. There is an American col¬ 
s'! 0 is kind of thing, one orator who does t'° is. 



XIV, 11 


Student: Corr.y? 

Strauss: No, corny is, I believe, something . . . 

Student: Platitudes? 

Strauss: Platitudes. The most comnrehensive presentstion which 

I know is sin Cervantes, who quotes innumerable pro- 
verbs on every occasion and they never fit the occasion. 

Student: they work sometimes though, like Coolidge for instance. 

He was very unpopular for these banalities. He would praise sav¬ 
ing money or somethin® like that, reseat some banality about thrift. 
And everyone hailed him as a w'.se man, 

Strauss: But you see how important my little revision of the trans¬ 

lation was. One shouldn’t sav oopular, but renowned, v/as Coolidge 
renowned as an orator? That would not settle it. Yes, go on. 

Student: "There is no smartness in either of these expressions, 

but there will be if both conditions are fulfilled; 'It is worthy 
for a man to die when he is not worthy of death.'” 

Strauss: So, I see, I agreed with Aristotle, that this is a better 

formulation than that of the poets (?). Yes. 

Student: "The more special qualities the expression possesses, 

the smarter it appears. For instance, if the words contain a meta¬ 
phor, and a metanhor of a special kind, antithesis, and equality 
of clauses, ^nd actuality." 


Strauss: Yes, vivacity one could almost sav for the last. Aristotle 

does not mention it, hut I'm sure he means it, that there is of 
course a great difference between saying smart things on the occasion 
for a man who deserves it and retelling the same story to a differ¬ 
ent audience after the meeting. That's clear. The true effect 
■will be that in the assembly, and not when you retell it afterwards. 
Although there is still some vicarious enjoyment of the story when 
you are told it, but it cannot have the effectiveness than when it 
was at the same time. This Aristotelian emphasis on learning is 
naturally an ingredient of his understanding of man, the famous de¬ 
finition which you have all heard ad nauseam, that man is a ration¬ 
al animal, Aristotle does not exclude by this statement that the 
brutes have no desire to learn. They may be forced to quote learn 
unquote, the famous rat which learr.s how to get out of the cage, 
and this kind of thing. But this is not properly learning in 
Aristotle's noint of view. But man is r.ot only rational; he is also 
animal, which you must never forget. As such he has such peculiar¬ 
ities as crying and laughing, weeping and laughing, which are pecul¬ 
iar to man. The important question would be, and as far as I know 
Aristotle never answered it, how are these peculiarities, these two, 
related to mad's rationality. In other words, why does laughing 
necessarily presuppose rationality, no t reasonableness, a special 
virtue of reason, but rationality? how these points have of course 
to be considered also when we soe'-k of witty sayings. A cart from 
the examples which Cicero gives of wittv savings, there is a long 
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list in Coutep.iano , who's the author of the Courtegiano , sixteenth 
century Italian writer? 

Studenti Castiglione. 


Strauss i Castiglione. There is a lor.g list of witty sayings which 
you might occasionally enjoy. How the enjoyment we derive from 
them is not merelv due to the fact directly that we are rational 
beings, but also to the fact that we have this oeculiarity of laugh¬ 
ing, What is the ridiculous? Aristotle referred xo the Poetics 
when he spoke of it, onlv a brief remark later in a chapter. And 
in tbe Poetics the (inaudible) given is this. The ridiculous is 
a mistake as well as some ugliness, meaning it may be either and 
or, one could translate it, which is rainless and not ruinous, not 
fatal. A simple, obvious example is look at the comical mask which 
is ugly and distorted but not by oain. Think of clowns in the 
circus and other olaces. The oain which they ore tend b.v being 
spanked, spank be in? a major vehicle of course of course of vulgar 
comic, of course never maiming, still less killing, but spanking 
is funny, at least for most oeople, to see somebody else soanked, I 
mean. So in other words, t^e other fellow, his defect, must be of 
this wav that he does not, is not cained by it. He's not oained 
by it. So a man with an inferiority comrlex would not be as such 
comic. Nor must we be rained by it. And of course it must not be 
ruinous fatal. A murderer is not a ridiculous figure, or for that 
matter a hold up man, unless we know that the gun is only a water 
ristol. I mean if we know it, but in most cases we do not know it, 
and that makes it sure that it is not ridiculous. Now why is this 
ridiculous, or laughable, pleasing? Hobbes, to whom I have refer¬ 
red before, savs becau.se we feel ourselves superior, and to enjoy 
to see someone fall is to laugh, as he puts it. But Hobbes' explan¬ 
ation is, I think, very narrow, because we laugh of course also a- 
bout our own inertitudes. I think it must have happened to all of 
you also, that you did something inept, saw the ineptness, and you 
laughed. Or /e laugh about ineptitudes of others which we share. 
This would be rather forced then to say that we laugh because by 
seeing the ineotitude we are above that ineptitude arid therefore 
superior. This would be rather forced. I do not believe this is 
the case. Now of course there is an infinite variety of laughable 
defects. Let us take a. classic examples the Thracian maidservant 
who laughed about Thales who looked at the stars and while doing so 
fell in a ditch. It's undeniably laughable because he studies the 
highest things and he is r.ot capable to take care of what every 
Thracian slavemaid can take care of. Plato develops this in t^e 
simile of the cave, and shows the comolexity. These fellows in 
the cave laugh about the man who has left ix and comes back be¬ 
cause he doesn't know how to live in t w at sphere anymore, and yet 
he laughs about them because cf the ridiculous character of their 
concerns. Now if one sees then that there is this immense variety 
of the ridiculous (inaudible) that the convention comes also in. 
Somethings which are laughable in America may not be laughable in 
India and vice versa. Obviously, because custom is one great cri¬ 
terion of what is defective and "/hat is not defective. I mean in 


orde 

whai 


to go beyond 
is absolutely 


this immense variety we must therefore find 
ridiculous without any special conditions. 


out 

And 


I believe the cle-res 


case of that is if someone is ridiculous ac- 
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cord in.® to his own standards. So he is self-condemned. And the 
clearest case of that is if a nan pretends to have a quality which 
he lacks. A coward who ore tends to be breve is infinitely more ri¬ 
diculous than a plain coward. I think Fielding has once defined 
it this way quite ri® h tly, that (inaudible) uses affectation, is 
affectation. Affectation of course always means that you affect 
somethin-? which you do not have, otherwise it's not affectation. 

And of course everything corneous is for this reason emphatically 
ridiculous, how take another case, which is related to what I said 
just now. have learned from Aristotle, if we don't know it more 

directly, that young peoole are more given to laughter than old 
ones, rid men usually do not engage in pranks, for example, whereas 
young oeople are known for indulging in that. But what is that? 

’;,hat is underlyin' 7 that again if we take the most characteristic 
cases and the most interesting cases? The relief from the, what 
Aristotle would call, the stately, even to fool what is stately, 
for examcle toward a. teacher. I remember this from my own exper¬ 
ience very well, I was already a PhD,but younger than some of you 
who are not vet PhD's unfortunately, but at the same time a timely 
warning to some of you. And I remember that Kdmund Husserl, a. 
highly respectable man, in a way one of the greatest men of our cen¬ 
tury, and he invited his students at the end of the semester for a 
party, and riddles and other games of this kind were played. And 
of course somehow the younger oeople had the feeling we are much 
cleverer at that than this old man who was concerned with nothing:, 
so to sneak, excent the ohemonenolgy of sense rerceotiom and was 
ridiculed because he was said in one seminar, let us discuss an ev¬ 
eryday example of sense perceptions let us assume this table here 
exolodes. (inaudible) very intelligent but lacking something which 
young peoole believe thev have to a higher degree. And then he show¬ 
ed us without any intention, simply because he had a marvellous mind, 
that he v/as much better at solving riddles than any of us were. 

This only in passing. 

(first side of tape runs out) 


, . . is the relief from that which one resoocts and perhaps even 
to fool it. This has a justification not only as relief but also 
for another reason, because the respectable >nd that which is looked 
uo to is not respectable on stately from every point of view. It 
does have its defects. Bow if we bring these two considerations 
together)- namely that affectation, or boasting, is ridiculous par 
excellence and then that the stately is from another point of view 
ridiculous oar excellence, all this of course presupposes logos, 
reason, t^e fact that man is a rational animal and learning is na¬ 
tural to man. There is * great variety of doctrines of the ridic¬ 
ulous, one by Bergsen and one by Freud, but I do not remember them 
now sufficiently to restate them. But the Aristotelian explanation 
would necessarily, he has indicated, trace it through man's ra- 
tiorality. P-.an could not be the rational animal if he were not also 
the laughing animal, and wieoing too. But her- 1 he doesn't speak 



.about the general oues- 
hich we must continue 
ri®ht at xhe beginning, 
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•veil read the beginning of chapter 1 in 3ook One, only t u e beginning 

Student: "Rhetoric in the counterpart of dialectic; for both have 

to do with natters font are in a- manner within the cognizance of 
all men and not copfir.ed to ar.v special science." 

Srrauss: Let us stoc, and read the beginning- of the second para- 

oh In tho ?nre chanter. 




Student: "Low previous compilers c* arts 
us with only a snail portion of this art; 
thine in it that cone -within the province 
is merelv an accessory. And yet they say 
which are the body of croof . . . 


of rhetoric have provided 
for proofs are the only 
of art, everything else 
nothin? about enthymemes 


Strauss: I'a sorry, I meant the beginning of the second chapter. 

I'm very sorry. I wanted to make it convenient to you and indicated 
the chapter. 


Student: "Rhetoric then mav be defined as the faculty of discover¬ 

ing' the oossible means of persuasion in reference to any subject 
whatever." 

Strauss: So, in other words, rhetoric is universal. Let us never 

forget this emphatic assertion with which the work begins. Then, 
we have alreadv seen this in chapter t.-/o cf the first part, rhetor- 
is is in fact concerned with politically effective speech on poli¬ 
tical matters, and not with everything. Some qualifications we re¬ 
call in the case of eoideictic rhetoric, which may treat any subject, 
Helen, the gods, etc. Hut fundamentally rhetoric is limited, and 
this is made clear bv .-.ristotle in the second chapter. Rhetoric 
in contradistinction to dialectics has two roots. One foot it has 
in dialectics, so to speak, and the other in politics, ihis is the 
most obvious difficulty regarding the whole work. And now let us 
link this up with the other difficulty which came to our attention 
later. The beginning of paragraph twelve of the second chapter. 


Student: "The function of rhetoric then is to deal with things 

about which we deliberate but for which v/e have no arts." 


Strauss: That's all we need. Rhetoric is limited to objects about 
which we deliberate. That cannot be said about dialectics. /.'hat 
is the intellectual governing deliberation? 


Student: Prudence. 


Strauss: Prudence, ohronesis. Therefore we must, although Aristotle 

does not say anything about it, or because he doesn’t say anything 
about it, he forces us to raise the question, what is the relation 
of rhetoric to prudence. T'e did find an answer in Roger Bacon, who 
identifies rhetoric, with minor qualifications, with moral reason- 


o 

ir.ff. “his 
ral virtue 
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do a 
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is not oossible because rhetoric does r.ot presuppose mo- 
Cr to use a convenient term, the rhetorician does not 
;e e mar. of good will. v^ereas a prudent ''•an must be e man 
/ill. And therefore ko^er Bacon’s assertion is as such not 
This also decides another issue, -hat prudence, deliberative 
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reasoning, cannot be identical with dialectical reasoning, because 
dialectical reasoning as such also does not presuppose good will, 
whereas prudence does. Up tc this point there can be no question. 
The difficulty arises from the following fact, that much of the 
Politics in particular h-is logically the character of dialectical 
reasoning, Burr.et went so far, as I told you last time, as to 
say that the ilthics also is dialectical throughout. Incidentally, 
in the Politics ho most glaring example of the rhetorical character 
of (ir.audible) is the treatment of the issue of slavery in Book One 
on the one hand and in Book Seven on the other. Book One: only men 
by nature slaves may be enclaved; and Book Seven: implies that the 
slaves in the best society are net natural slaves. 'Ihere must be 
an argument for both cases, and that is therefore dialectical rea¬ 
soning. bow these questions I believe we must keep in glind for any 
further studv v/e might wish to make regarding this field. 

Let me bring up one question again which was discussed last time 
and on ot’^er occasions, bew ■•■hat is *.he use of this observation 
regarding the fundamental and central problem of Rhetoric for us? 

For us today, you know, rhetoric doesn't have the intellectual stat¬ 
us 't had throughout the tradition. You can learn elocution, I've 
been told, at the Jniversitv of Chicago I suppose as well as other 
daces, but ordinarily I think the people -who become orators, poli¬ 
tical orators, forensic oraxors, become it because chey have a na¬ 
tural knack for it and in addition by practice, by observing others, 
but not by attending classes in rhetoric, or am I mistaken? 

Student: There are courses taught in forensics and debating in se¬ 

condary schools. 


Strauss: In secondary schools. 

Student: .Veil also, (inaudible). 


Strauss: I see, hut still I take it this has nothing whatever to 

do with the instruction within nolitical science departments. Let 
us see what our problem in political science is. bow I have said 
this so often: the fundamental theoretical guestion concerns today 
social science as a whole and common sense. I trust you know what 
1 mean by this, that all scientific knowledge in i,he social sciences 
rests on knowledge which is not scientific. And it rests on it, 
not only that it starts from it, that would be uninteresting, but 
it rests on it, and chat this knowledge we call loosely common sense 
knowledge. This is fundamentally the question, 'hat is the charac¬ 
ter of reasoning in political science as distinguished from what 
is the character of re-,soring in political life, They are obvious¬ 
ly different, do-; this concept of common sense as v/e use it seems 
to stem directly from Shaftesbury, end of the eighteenth century, 
the famous Lord Shaftesbury, who had been a. kind of pupil of Locke, 
but turned against his teacher md returned in important ways to 
the tradition. The problem.is, however, old ; -r chan Shaftesbury and 
the classis statement', I think, occurs in Rascal, the famous physi¬ 
cist -and mathematician, who '/hen. the new science ha i emerged, modern 
science, sow that there is a whole sphere, and the practically most 
important sphere, where this new science is wholly impotent, incom¬ 


petent. And he 




ex .his time the distinction between the spirit 
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of 


geometry ar.d the soirit of finesse, >’e cur', translate it by 

"subtlety" cr ” perceptiveness" or vhatever other words people have 
core to use, somethin? which the geometer. i.e., the scientist, 
(inaudible) means of course every mathem?tician, end therefore every' 
cne whose doctrine is based or. mathematics. But the Sheftesburian 
exoression "common sense" for the latter has become accented. Ihere 
was in the eighteenth century in Scotland, as you probably know, 
a common sense school of ohilosoohy, which annealed from modern 
nhilosonhy to common sense. That rra.de it very popular. The term 
"common sense" occurs in Aristotle in the De Anima , but has there 
an entirely different meaning. It means simoly the sense which u- 
r.ites the various senses. For examole, if I know honey is yellow 
and sweet, that I do not know either by sight or by taste but by 
a common sense. The sense in which we use it is rather from the 
Roman authors, esoeciallv Cicero, Shaftesbury took it over from 
them. 3ut there common sense means fundamentally what Aristotle 
understands by orudence, by nhror.esis. 3 n we cannot clear up our 
fundamental theoretical problem, which even the most fanatical pos¬ 
itivist must face sooner cr later, the question of science and com¬ 
mon sense, without reactivating for the ourpose of tha.t understand¬ 
ing this whole question of orudence and therefore in particular the 
crucial question of -hat is :he relation of prudence to such things 
as dialectical and rhetorical reasoning. You can also say that 
fundamentally that's :he some question as that of orudence and sci¬ 
entific reasoning. Because aoodictic reasoning, as Aristotle calls 
it, dialectical reasoning, and rhetorical reasoning all do not as 
such require ohror.esis. And vhat is the relation of chese say the¬ 
oretical faculties, which are purely theoretical, to a theoretical 
virtue which is inseparably fused, according to Aristotle, with mo¬ 
ral virtue? 


So I think we do not wonder awav too greviously from our sworn duty 
by studying Aristotle, and this, of course, is to say nothing of 
a still more general implication of what we are doing here in all 
social sciences concerned on all levels with understanding human 
brings as they understand themselves. It may tend to be more, but 
it’s surely also concerned with that and if any proof were needed 
it would be suoolied by the fact of questionnaires, because the 
questionnaires are meant to bring out what this questioned man 
thinks sav about Robert Kennedy and not what the social scientist 
in question thinks about him. But the ordinary view of course 
prevailing in social science today is that all these attempts to 
understand human beings must have ad their basis scientific psychol¬ 
ogy, which may be even psychoanalysis, or beha.vioralism, or whatever 
it may be. And this creates a great difficulty because :ho notion 
underlying this is that every, almost every science, is nreceded 
by ether sciences which logically precede it, just as theoretical 
Dhysics is precede''; by mathematics. But in the case of the theore¬ 
tics.! ohysicist it is understood that he is at the same, he has to 
be a comoetent mathematician. But t^ere is no auestion tha.t the 

; oes net even claim to be a competent 
he must accent here an authority 
To say nothing of the fact that 
defective, or.d he would not be the 
u; .s reason .\ax leber, who has much to do 'with 
ence still held the view so (inaudible) to 


scientific oolitical scientist 
os.yc ho legist. In other 'words, 
which he cannot croearly check 
conceivably this psychology is 
one to know it. For 
present day social s:c 
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common spr.se that “he psychology required by the social scientist 
is that used by the bridge slayer. He didn't speak of bridge, be¬ 
cause bridge is not so secular in Germany as another pane, but 
this is the best translation I can offer. In other words, this 
kind of very simple observation and sizing up human beings which 
we knew is needed for all handli^ for human beings. So, in other 
words, the question cf whether scientific psychology saves this 
basis for the understanding of human beings is, to say the least, 
not self-evident. 

that I v/ould nrooose as an alternative, and which should be giver, 
at least a hearing in a liberal society, is that we might be helped 
as much in our attempt to understand other men by understanding the 
area test minds that ever were. If we can understand them, or make 
some orosress in understanding them, this will do no harm and can 
only help in our attempts to understand lesser men. This surely 
we try to do all the time, and “hat we are led by these attempts 
to all kinds of byways, which are strange, is of course no objection 
in t^e eyes of any man of science regardless of the philosophic 
school t’' which he belongs. There is no science in which you have 
not to do certain things which seem to be mere (inaudible). That 
can not be avoided. I believe I haven't made such a remark at the 
beginning of this course, I do not remember, but after we are a bit 
bopped down in details which ever, from Aristotle's own point of 
view are not crucial, this is approDfiate. I would like to say a 
few . . . but I think X will postpone this till next time. I want 
to discuss a few passages of the Fede oalist t-apers with a view to 
this question which h^s come to our attention, the relation of rhe¬ 
toric, dialectics, and practical wisdom, and science. But since 
it is fairly early today, even according to my changes schedule, 
ithere are anv nuestions or objections I will be very glad to re¬ 
spond to them. 

Students You were speaking of the ridiculous and you mentioned 
Fielding. I think you could draw a line from Aristotle to Fielding 
and have a period, in which the ridiculous was rather static, but 
after Fielding I think the ridiculous becomes something else. 

Strauss: By static, vou mean it was not changed? 

Students Yes, I think Fielding and Aristotle had more or less the 
same concept on the ridiculous. I'm thinking of the Preface to Tom 
Brov/n, I think it's Tom Bro^n, where he talks about cornedv consist¬ 
ing of the low character or the ridiculous. But today I think we 
have to adjust that somehow because the low character is no longer 
ridiculous ... 

Strauss: Yes, but it all depends what low character . . . For ex¬ 

ample, let us sav tnpse famous men here in Chicago in the twenties 
especially vou know "/horn they caught only by some tax, some slip 
he made in his tax declaration, what is his name? 

Student: • Al Capone? 

Strauss: Yes, Capone. 1 think no one would say he was ridiculous, 

except from such a high point of view that it becomes practically 
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useless. Is not Bobby Baker to sons extent ridiculous? I mean I 
have heard in a certain presentation over t.v. (inaudible) ridiculed 
it quite nicely, because after all he is not a. murderer and so on, 
and he has a certain emus ins. cleverness but not clever enough, Now 
give me an example of a modern comedy where the hero is a man who 
is not disfigured by a defect, by a non-revolting defect. Give me 
an examole. You may be right but x do not know. 

Student* You mean in. fiction? Immediately I think (inaudible). 

Strauss: 3ecause say koliere's great comedies still would easily 

fall . . . 


Student* were still in t'^is period. 

Strauss* I do not know. ..hat is regarded as the greatest comedy 
of the twentieth century? 


Student* Somethin? by Shaw? 

Strauss* Shaw, but are Shaw's sinnly comedies? They are very witty, 
but are thev comedies? I think of Saint Joan, which I happen to 
know. After all these ere much, more something like traumatic sat-' 
ires then comedies, which is a different thing. 


Student* ./ell I think that in 
mixed in with what is serious 
ridiculous. You mentioned The 
I can think of (inaudible) as 
figure, and also . . . 


the twentieth century comedy is so 
that you really lose the sense of the 
■leri and the Black by Stendahl. .'ell 
being both a comic figure, a ridiculous 


Strauss* But this is from such a high point of view, 'dell you 
kr.ov' Socrates' famous assertion, that the true tragic ooet must also 
be a conic ooet and vice versa, which may very well mean that if 
you an deco enough you will find at the bottom of comedies tragedy 
and at the bottom of tragedy the comedy. That may be. But this 
is of course not sufficient because the audience which is directly 
address©'; by the dramatist does not look at these things this way. 
They are either exhilarated or deeply moved in -he other sense, 
iiow as r br as I can judge of this question at all, I believe the 
most striking phenomenon is Shakesoeare, because these are wonder¬ 
ful comedies undeniably and yet '.hey are not quite comedies in the 
old tradition. Take what is quite obvious for example. Theseus 
in A i id summer Night' s Dream is obviously not .a ridiculous figure. 
And one cannot sne.ak, is this really meant to hold up a mirror to 
the vices, the Shakespearean comedies. It se^ms to be something 
verv different. I don't know. 


Student* But usually r he lev/ oeoole are comical, 
d1?ger. 


Strauss* But chi 
clowns in the 


s is simbl.y an imitation of life 
original sen.e of the term . . 


like the grave 
nobility (inaudible) 


Studja r .t: Today if you tal 
all. It'S deadly serious. 


d i 






s no. lurnv a 


-brut 
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Strauss: 

■ q 1_ i this 

is to 1 

d S 

possible 

object of 

mnedv in 

thi 

means cf 

communicat 

ion except 

( i 

protest. 
point? 

Do I hove 

to labor 

th? 

Student: 

No . 



Strauss: 

This has 

of coerce 

no ; 


in the popular 


point? Do 1 have tc prove nv 


science, 
any "'a V » 


I qon 1 t roq ri t n c u & & e ^ T 
this sophistication. But it has to do 


15' to do with a value- fr°o social 
that it has reached Hollywood in 


h a certain cnn- 


s»"|uerce of democracy, "nd the line is very difficult to draw. For 
examole , Shakespeare's enchant of Venice was greatly resented by 
Jews in hew York City as I rend at the tine. One can understand 
their feelings, because it can be exploited. But on the other hand, 
one can also say, where is then the end, Shall one simply prohibit 
great works of art because some part of the population night think 
it will be misused by their enemies, This is a very hard question. 


Student: I was thinkin? o 

things Aristotle . . . 


an 


egalitarian state where some of the 


Strauss: Verv well, but-this does not necessarily mean that Aristotle 

was wrong. It nay he v/e have to learn something. Maybe it is no 
longer possible to have true comedy in this kind of democracy. But 
then there muse be another outlet for this fundamental human need 
which led to comedy. And I believe t^ie simcle thir.es to which I 
referred, like the ridiculous character of the oomoous, is as true 
os it alwavs 'was. Ihe trouble is only, if you reach a point where 
everythin? above the average is as such regarded as oomoous. No w 
this is bv the vav net a very new thing. Vhen you study Aristochanes 
(?) with some care one sees one of his favorite enixhets is "boaster." 
.,ow a general is cm course a boaster, that goes without saying. 

But also the poets are boasters. I define it as follows. A boaster 
is a man -"ho 'wants to he something special. Now every nan who has 
any rood dualities is quote something special. And it is very easy 
to say, he is not somethin? special, he wants to be something spe¬ 
cial. Aristooha.nes knew that verv well. And he deliberately took 
this perspective, deliberately us a comic poet, in order to be able 
to present everything also from the ooint of view of a relatively 
low sense o p ihe ridiculous. And his mastery was that he satisfied 
other (inaudible). In other words, he gives one message to the peo¬ 
ple '.who like to see the boosters debunked with a maximum of slap¬ 
stick, They get their fill. But there is also something more. 

Since I am not a comic ooet I do not have the slightest notion of 
■'hat could be don«. But I remember seeing- a few t.v. shows or mov¬ 
ies 'which were vs-v amusing. In one case I was rebuked (inaudible) 
because I thought holy T "atrimony with this bearded actor, (inaudible), 
* found verv funny. But I was told 1 shouldn't really regard it as 


funny cecause 

.P 


IS 


( in? ud ihl_p) 


rp^l^ction on the institution 


o-: r.arnapG • ± go no l km 

is to to binned. An : ?<znin or 
tbev ?.r? not strimly s 
very oxhilnm tir.p. I've for-i- 
son? ino ivid n ? 1 mm■' ; --rn \ f ho 
th^t. on; nh ir ■ ■:q c.?nn.o 


'bother :nv levity or this n?n’s severity 
o thinks of (inaudible). 


r- r 


course 


mim coned ies # but they are undoubtedly 

there s.re 


en 




shout 


:no titles now. 
unite amusing. ah ere is no doubt 
ossiblv a 11 comedy, because the 
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3. 1. L 


u r 


unity of the clot ic lacking , and. the consistsrcy of character, and 
the things wh ich a re needed, by the .av 1 think ''/hat is 

«? of conedi pc is a lsn true of ironed ips, I have never been able 
to brim myself to read Arthur killer's beeth of a Salesman * because 
someone told me that I shouldn't read it, which is of course not 
a vem good reason. But it is surely not a traeedy old style. That 
se^ms to be the case, I was told it is a very sad and mevine story, 
but it is not a or•>mdv in the Aristotelian, sense. And the only 
+, iirc v/hich I could observe from mv very crude knowledge of o^ntem- 


it would be too painful. And therefore I think 
•/as in one story bv Dorothy Sayers which begins 


- a x r. 

oorary literature ''/as -he immense success of the detective story, 
and every thin? coin? wi *h that. And that is clearly not a trasic 
(inaudible), obviously not. And tbe simple oroof is that — I have 
some rudiments of she roe tics of oho detective story, but I don't 
believe i will ever put them together — the key point, one of the 
key rules, is that the murdered mar. must not be dear to the audience, 
because otherwise 
the ideal solution 
with a naked corpse in a bathroom. So the man is dead; you do not 
know him; and in addition the problem is infinite because his iden¬ 
tity -- in a bathroom in someone eise's apartment, of course. This 
1 thought was from she point of view of this kind of art a very good 
beginning. But oerhaos one would have to raise the question, why 
is there no longer a tremedy (inaudible). Grea.t changes have occur¬ 
red in this resoect because I believe that very generally speaking, 
up to the eighteenth century traced 1 / was of course meant to be edi- 
fyir.s and then to show simcly the terrible character of life, some 
people sav the tragic character of life, without any edifying sua- 
sestion -- that is surely an innovation. I hopper, to know a bit 
about how this happened in German literature, but I don't know much 
about tir.o’lisb literature, /ell, we leave it at that and next time 
we will consider a few passages from the Federalist Papers. 





Lecture XV 

Aristotle's Rhetoric, June 1, 1964 


Strauss* You took the trouble of Looking at some of the soeeches 
to which Aristotle refers end surely thot is always aood to do so. 
The trouble is only that in the best case one could not do it every¬ 
where the soeeches are lost. Wow one little point. 'The Teucer 
is very simple. The kinship with Irian meant a presumotion of dis¬ 
loyalty. 

Student: Yes, I understood that. I just didn't understand v/hat 

he meant by token (?). 


Strauss: In other words, someone -who has relatives say in Red China 

is more susoected of disloyalty than someone who has no relatives 
in Red China, other things being equal. It's that simole. Now 
vou made a few noints of criticism, and I believe if one reduces 
them to the nrinciole it amounts to this. Take for example such 
a broad statement of Aristotle's which he qualifies considerably 
later, strictly soeakin® there is no need for an exordium or proem- 
ium. Now this is a soeciol case of somethin®- Aristotle is doing 
all the tine, namely statin.® rules. Rhetoric being an art, it must 
have rules. You know in another field where Aristotle was also a 
kind of legislator, namely regarding poetry, there was a secular 
fisht against Aristotle. I mean the very simole things, the unity 
of space and time in the tragedy. This was taken very literally 
by the French classics in the seventeenth century, and then the 
big revolt ir. the name of Shakesoeare. And the general (inaudible) 
was if a man can do something, the genius, that is -'hat counts. 

There are no rules. And. something of this kind is, I believe, in 
all of us, this kind of resistance. And there are many soeeches, 
just as there are many tragedies which are not well constructed 
tragedies accord in® to Aristotle and yet very powerful and in every 
other sense, good tragedies. Somethin® of this kind was, I believe, 
noticeable in vour paper, or an I entirely mistaken, or did it only 
aooiy to oarticular rules? For example, in one point you said 
Aristotle imolies that magnificence of a speech and Dleasantness of c 
soeech (inaudible). 


Student: He didn't- imply that. Oh yes, he did imply that. He 

wasn't specific on it because he elaborated on the oleasant but he 
didn't say anythin® about the magnificent. I didn't know why. 

Strauss: Yes but you seem to suggest that a magnificent soeech. 

cannot be pleasant. 


Student: '-Veil his definition of pleasantness in that chapter, a 

sense of orenrioty, and a sense of the means, and I thought . . 


Strauss: v/ell this has nothing to do with that. But obviously 
a magnificent soeech is also a very pleasant speech. A speech nay 
be oleasant vithout being magnificent, but it cannot be a. good 
soeech, magnificent, '-'ithout being oleasant. Think of the great¬ 
est speeches, for example the Gectysbur® Address. I mean you have 
to take a verv narrow notion of oleasure to denv that it is a 
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pleasure to read it. Good. Then you have a certain criticism 
recording what Aristotle says in chapter 12. It was toward the 
end of your statement on chapter 12. I do not remember it, be¬ 
cause you are also one of these fast renders and it’s very hard 
to follow. 

Studept: 'Veil a-: he or.d o^ chanter 12 I made that remark about 

n.aer.i ficence ap.d pleasantness . 

Strauss: It was shortly before. 

Student: I was critical about his lack of . . . (inaudible) a dif¬ 
ferent sort of forensic case that would give him the opportunity 
to demonstrate some of these rhetorical devices, because the for¬ 
ensic case he deals with is that before one judge. 

Strauss: And what is the peculiarity of this case? 

Student* (inaudible) 

Strauss: In other words, a minimum of frills (?). And Aristotle 

seems to regard this as higher. Is that :he point? 

Student: Yes, he doesn't .give the rhetorician much room here to 

use his art. 

Strauss: Hut is this not on the other hand .a good situation for 

hi 7i? 

Student: For the rhetorician? If he has a good case. 

Strauss: All ri^ht. Let us postpone the discussion until we come 

to that. 1 believe the difficulty which you sense is connected 
with the fact that Aristotle is of course concerned with showing 
vhathe perfect orator is. But since the perfect orator is still 
somethin# verv low, he has also a reservation against him. I be¬ 
lieve that's the reason underlying the difficulty which attracted 

your attention. Lr. _ has written a paper on the same subject, 

unfortunately I haven't read it carefuliv enough. You took an en¬ 
tirely different approach, much more soeculative. But on the ot¬ 
her hand, this side, the ohiloscohic side of Aristotle, and what 
this oart of che Rhetoric means as the work of the philosopher 
Aristotle, that was fundamentally your question. 

Student: Yes. 


Strauss j Well oerhaos I will say something about it when I have 
read it again more carefully. Good. Flow in the meantime I have 
given some thought bv sheer accident to the question we have been 
discussing earlier: why is there no provision made by Aristotle 
for exhortation to virtue, for sermons, as m could say, a thing 
which existed nrior to Aristotle if onlv in a (inaudible) manner, 
as is sufficiently shown by Xenonhon's tero rob ilia . But when I 
road today's assignnGr.t about enidaictic speech 1 began to see an 


answer to the question, a very simple one 


cr»ot something verv 


obvious, there is a. verv 


amouc eaideictic speech in oraise of 
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virtue nrior to Aristotle of which nary of vou will know. Some 
of you. vill have road it even. And that is Frodicus' soeech, 
allegedly Frodicus. Xenonhnr. writes it in fenorabilia . II, i. 
Xenophon gives t^e credit to Frodicus, I regard it as absolutely 
.impossible that Xenoohon would take over verbatim a speech 'writ¬ 
ten bv Frodicus. But this doesn't make any difference. Apparent¬ 
ly Frodicus had written on Hercules at the crossroads, v.’hen he fin¬ 
ished his elementary education as a. boy he was—e-tmfr-onted by two 
women of more than life size, Virtue and. Vice, but she doesn't call 
herself Vice of course, but Pleasure. .'ho would call himself, or 
herself, Vice? And this is of course an eoideictic soeech. And 
this was surely known to Aristotle, and. there were other things of 
this kind. But why does this fall under Aristotle's definition 
of the eoideictic speech and not under that heading; which I pro- 
Doseri , exhortation to virtue. This statement is of course a’praise 
of Hercules. Hercules male the right choice. He chose virtue and 
not pleasure. So , in other words, the question would then be this. 
•7hat I felt was miss in.? in Aristotle is provided for, because eoi¬ 
deictic soeech by definition is a oraise of virtuous men and blame 
of vicious men. What Aristotle tacitly excludes is a oraise of 
virtue imoersonally, of virtue which is no r the virtue of this or 
that man. Ar.d the question is, would be reduced. So I would say 
this example of, the greatest example of pre-Aristotelian exhorta-. 
ticn to virtue fells absolutely under Aristotle's division, and 
is eoideictic speech. But why r.ot a oraise of virtue impersonally? 

Student: (inaudible) he prepares to do that. 

Strauss: Verv good, /hy? 

Student: He need not kno 7 true virtue ... 

Strauss: Sven if he knew it. Is this possible, rhetorically? 

Student: He has to use things that are common to his audience. 

And to speak .about -eneral princioles wouldn't be as common to his 
audience as . . . 


Strauss: .'ell, car. we net say generally that rhetoric as under¬ 

stood by Aristotle deals with individuals. It can of course also 
be an individual city, an individual collective, somethin.?, with a 
proper name. And the universuls come in only in the service, of the 
discussion of the individual. In the forensic case it is verv 
clear. Did "x" commit murder? Is M x" guilty or innocent. And the 
considerations of .justice and so on come in only as subservient to 
the decision of the question is "x" . . . the same aoolies in del¬ 
iberative speech. Should we now wage war again* •: this other city, 
proper name.' And even in eoideictic speech, it may very well bo 
that Aristotle took it for smarted eoideictic soeech which he would 
take seriously, no >. .just mere show speeches like a oraise of (inau¬ 
dible), but it ’"ou 1 d be a. oraise of an individual or of an indivi¬ 
dual citv. 


Stuier.t: In 

* \> p r.\ <rq-a 

n.r.d 3rjrl.vir.fr 

wV'rt- bp 

(.irvnud ible} , 

w 'c \ t i p r 


uro that eoideictic is associated vith writing, 
says, that /hereas soeech requires us to know 
frees us from silence ./her. wo have something 




XV, 4 


tr 3 ay "co the o’-hfirs . . . 

Strauss: That's 'hat you wrote in . . . 

Student: ■ The eoideictic cm be universal. 


Strauss: Can. be -hat? 

Student: That the eoide'ctic nay tend to the -iniversnl. 

Strauss: Sut let me first a.ivo another no.int. So we have this ex¬ 

hortation to virtue. Let us assume that. I mean your soecial the¬ 
sis about This remark in the K K etoric v/e oostoone. How would this 
exhortation look like, iiow orecisely if you would turn to .he chap 
ter in the .Memorabilia , Book Cr.e, chapter’ 5* "Praise of Continence , 
you would see i: is fundamentally a utilitarian argument. Vhy -is 
it rrudent, ex red lent, to be continent? Pore qor.e rally stated, 
why should one be decent? But for reasons --'hich I indicated on an¬ 
other occasion, to raise the question, why I should be decent, 
means already. havi.np. broken with decency. vhat could be justified 
in this way can only be a kind of low class utilitarian virtue. 

1 + c , an <or> ver be v ; r: io pro oar. I submit this as an additional con¬ 
sideration, "hy this ooir.t was nissins;. This leads of course to 

further questions as 1 an fully .aware. Let us turn to chapter 12' 

and let un read first the beginning. 

Student: "But we must not lose sisht of the fact . . . 

Strauss: Oh I'm sorry, just one question. In the quotation from 

Demosthenes you spoke of conscience. V.'hat was the term used for 
conscience? 


Student: You "ear. the Greek term? I'll have to check on that. 

Strauss: /'ell of course one should never say "surely" if one has¬ 

n't looked it uo. /ell you know this is what we always do when we 
say, or anv writer says, "undoubtedly." It means he has no proof. 
Good. Go on. 


Student: " ie must not lose siaht of the fact that a different 

style is suitable to each kind of rhetoric. That of written com¬ 
positions is not the sane as that of debate; nor in the latter is 
that of ouhlic seeskina the sane as that of .he lav/ courts. But 
it is necessary to be acquainted /ith both; for the one requires 
a knowledge of cyod Greek, while the other prevents the necessity 
of keeping silent when we wish to communicate somethin? to others, 
which haooens to those who do not know how to write. The style of 
written compositions most precise, that of debate is most suitable 
for delivery, Cf the latter there are two kinds: ethical and emo¬ 
tional." 
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of finishness. And cr. <:he ether * 100 x 1 , to exaggerate a tit, the 
histrionic element is at the other pole, to the writing is con- 
rlr-telv free from th« h-strionic, if it is «nod, and on the other 
tend the good do live re -i nueech meant for delivery lacks the fir.ish- 
r.ess, and should l.eck it because that would be just a. waste of en¬ 
ergy. Beca ise these subtleties could never be crossed in a. hearing. 

liow there is one noint which Mr. _ well understood. We have to 

think also of the question of writing in general, prose writing 
in general, And since Aristotle himself was a prose writer of some 
merit, h" s owr. awareness and of course his study of Flato, this has 
to be considered. In other words, Cron the point of view of rhetor¬ 
is all prose uniting which is done with any care, not like a mere 
enumeration of the parts of an ar.imal and this kind of thine, is 
epideictic from a rhetorical point of view. This you h?ve well 
seen, I know that. But repeat now the point you made before,'be¬ 
cause it refers to what he says here. 

Student: I ■••ns merely trying to out the case for a possible epi- 

deiotic which praised virtue at least not of anv particular real 
nan. four argument was that spoken rhetoric was always to parti¬ 
cular circumstances. Hy claim, was that the noblest epideictic is ' 

?.it *' 1 q so■'* "to S'lch* 


Strauss: All ri»ht, but you 

word for "sneaking Greek." 


cannot draw any conclusion from the 


Stu 


n 


(inudible) is ir. contradistinction to "speakins Greek." 


Strauss: I do not third: so. I d 0 rlo t believe that it has this 

meaning, idea nine that t^e nthe" ( ir.aud ible) "non-Greek? That’s 
surely wrong. -e have this simple evidence for that, for this kind 
of epideictic, if -•n take this in the broad sense, that every care¬ 
ful, non-ccie.ntific prose writing- can, be called epideictic speech 
and that one can use that for exhorting to virtue. Proof: Aristotle's 
Ethics , the u icon.achean Ethics . I mean if this is not first rate 
and finished ./riting, then I don't know what it is. And that it 
obvious -her. you real the description of the temperate man, and the 
courageous nan, :nd the others, this surely has an a.ooeal to your 
virtuous intentions. How effective it is, that depends on other 
considerations. But that it has this appeal me! that it was meant 
to have this anpeal, I believe there can be no doubt. If you mean 
this, that's all ri^ht. './ell ve have then made some headway in un¬ 
derstanding the question of exhortation to virtue and its relation 
to rhetoric. Bo w o cannot read everything here because many things 
are truly too technical for our purposes. Let us turn to 1414 a 8, 
after the 3 notation from Homer -bout iiirous. 


Student: "The deliberative style is exactly like a rough sketch; 

for the greater the crowd, the further off is she point of view, 
/herefore in both too much refinement is a superfluity and even a. 


1 a, perfectly clear rank- 
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same tern was use-'!. but Aristotle, I believe, while not denying 
that the mathematical sciences ere exact, thinks nf a much broader 
ranee of phenomena. For exanole, the exact working;, say at the 
Pantheon, generally speaking of He works of art, finishness, the 
immense care for every detail, '"he love of Toil invested in making 
something — this is primarily what exactness means. I mean no¬ 
thin® slinshod. Exactness is the opposite of slipshod. 

'/hat is then the • nankin? from the point of view exactness thus unde 
s tood? 

Student: Poideictic, forensic before one judge rather than before 

many, ^r.d finally deliberative. 

Strauss: And ->,e reason is -what? 

Student: Strife and contention le-'-d to . . . 

Strauss: Eut the more immediate, r”or.-> direct reason, v/hich he in¬ 
dicates here: the -renter the crowd, the less finished. Because 
you must not for net that the crowd is meant to be the jud,®e, to 
vote afterward or bat you say. And if you make a very finished 
speech, you act foolishly perhaps, because they may not set your 
refinement and vote asair.st you. 

Students There is a passage in the Politics '/here he thinks that 
hoi oolloi will make the best judges. this seems to be in contra¬ 
diction, 

Strauss: Eut does he say that? 

Student: -Doesn't he in or.e pass®me of the Politics . 

Another student: It has to be an uncorrupted hoi nolloi, and then 
it’s rot the hoi oolloi any more. 


Strauss: Th^t s one point, but the other thing . . . That s quite 

true. It must bo not corrupted. That's quite true. So you see 
how difficult it is to read Aristotle'some times. This is part of 
an argument that sees on. Aristotle has there a certain pro-demo¬ 
cratic argument. But this is part of a much larger argument. And 
within limits Aristotle is of course of the opinion that the many 
are the best. judges. (inaudible). -I mean, -whether there is a fam¬ 
ine or not, surely a multitude can much better determine then an 
emperor or a queen v/ho said, if xhev don't have bread let then eat 
cake. So, there is no doubt that there are many subjects on which 
the many are the best judges. Eut the question is whether this 
would apply for example to a traeedv and comedy (inaudible). 
Aristotle refers here, he says, well on the whole the judgments of 
the Athenian multitude rewardin'? comedies and tragedies were not 
so bad. After all, that's quite true. But maybe it wouldn't be 
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only a cart of the citiner. tody in in each ease the .jury. But who 
would then bo the addressee of the onideictic speech? Is this not 
also a crowd in Clynoia or wherever it ney he •" l, < i re a sneaker like 
Isocrates or Oor?ias. addressed, or are these no: the true addressees 
of enideictic sooech? he have rea V' somewhere about that. 

Students At the end of the Ethics we were told that the man . . . 

(inaudible) . 

Strausss But th°re he didn’t soeak about rhetoric. He spoke of 
loans and (inaudible). But what we read today at the beginning of 
this chanter. The one extreme we call the diction characteristic 
of writing. How the diction characteristic of writing is the most 
finished. V/e know now that the most finished diction is that fit 
in an enideictic speech, And this nay surest that the enideictic 
soeech is for reading ourooses, for the man sitting alone or with 
a few other oeonie , but surely-not a crowd. This I believe is im¬ 
plied. The single readier, the simile judge . . . Let us read the 
immediate sequel. 

Studentj "and more so before a single judge, because there is least 
cooortur.ity of omnloyira rhetorical devices, since the mind more 
read ilv takes in at ? glance - ;, hat belongs to the subject and what 
is foreign to it. There is no discussion, so the judgment is clear." 

Strauss* Yes, no debate, no contest. 

Students "This is whv the same orators do not excell in all these 
styles, Where notion is most effective there the style is least 
finished. And this is t*e case in which voice, especially a loud 
one, is needed." 


Strauss: What is this action? Action means here of course in Greek 
hypocrisy. It means of course the actor’s action, I exaggerate 
in translating it to make it quite clear, histrionics. Histrionics 
are necessary to the extent to which there is contest and the need 
for histrionics increases with the crov/d. So before a single judge 
there is r.o oos .ability of histrionics. Yes, but or. t l \e other hand 
before the single judge you also do need that refinement, that re¬ 
finement of writing, which belongs to enideictic speech. Now the 
immediate following sentence» 


Student: "The enideictic style is especially suited to written com¬ 

positions; for its function is reading. And next to it cones the 
forensic style." 


Strauss: This, I 
The enideictic see 
writing. This mus 
( inn 
v/e c 
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not 
t i ve 
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udible). The 
an get an inkl 
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think, settles the issue. I mean this ranking, 
ech is that which is at home, as it were, in 
t be oroperlv understood. Not every writing 
deliberative is the least.- By the way, from here 
ine of the achievement of Thucydides, of the de- 
s which he wrote which are at the peak of finish- 
t of nristotle I would suggest that they could 
vered this way in order to be politically effec- - 
tra r ~elv concise. The hi^h-tst kind o^ r *hetnric 
rhetorical. 1 mean rhetorical in the vulgar 
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sense. Does this make sense? And this highest kind is the epi- 
deictic, which cells for the greatest attention regarding the dic¬ 
tion, for the greatest concentration. A good soeech which, is for 
oral consuTnotion must have a certain looseness. Because you cannot 
interruot end say, say Moat again. You cannot do it. whereas when 
you read a speech you can alwavs so hack, therefore the finishness 
is out of this. The eoideictic speech, one could suggest, is the 
most finished and in a /ay the most businesslike. If we draw any 
inference from this oart cf cho order -- deliberative Soeech, for 
the whole ooiisi forensic speech, before a jury; then the speech, 
the very businesslike soeech before the single judge; and then the 
epideictic soeech to the higher -- if Phis is a legitimate way of 
reasoning, one could say that the eoideictic soeech is the'most 
finished and the most businesslike.' no carelessness of the kind 
which o.asses easily in oubiic speech, and of course no histrionics, 
absolutely out of place. Something of this kind may have been the 
intention of Isocrates, in a way the competitor of Plato one could 
say. At least this is a popular view of that. Isocrates is praised 
at the end of Plate's Phaerirus. Plato's dialogue on rhetoric, when 


he was still young, 
had been done in the 
of course eoideictic 
does not consist, us 
speech, in. voting as 
test of his success, 
There is no equivalent 
not vote. 


(inaudible) a prose, do in prose what hitherto 
poetic element by the poets, and esoejially 
In eoiceictic speech the appropriate judgment 
in the case of the deliberative and forensic 
the speaker 'wants you to vote. That is the, 
whether you vote as he wants you to vote, 
o that in the epideictic speech. You do 


Students If something writ con like the Communist Manifesto con¬ 


vinces people of 


cert a 


way, 


vculd this be epideictic 


Strausss No. If one tries to pigeonhole it as a kind of rhetoric 
here then it 'ould be deliberative, because it is a suggestion re¬ 
garding what communities, in this case the community of the prole¬ 
tarians, should do. I mean that it in not a deliberative speech 
in the Aristotelian sense is because it abounds with narrative 
ar 0 ’ Aristotle says th^re is no place generally sneaking for narra¬ 
tive in a deliberative speech. .'ell, this kind of propaganda state¬ 
ments allegedly based on science, this didn't exist, because this 
kind of political doctrine didn't exist. That's clear. Aristotle 
cannot be blamed for not having provided for the Communist Manifesto. 
But the question is of course, and a very necessarv one, what kind 
of writing is that. Manifestos, are there such things like mani¬ 
festos (inaudible)? Certain kinds of historians would I suppose 
say of course when some ancient conqueror gave a certain, interpre¬ 
tation of his campaigns and conquests, say Cyrus when conquering, 
the Babylonian empire, that's also .a manifesto. 3ut one would have 
to see, assuming chat such things happened, that a kind cf rumors 
are spread favorable to the conqueror, /he then this has a character 
of a manifesto like the Communist i aarifonto. I mean for example 
. . . (inaudible). ell this is not, it doesn't presuppose any 
theoretical reflection, 'ices it? Veil this is a simple question* 
the beginning of the Declaration of Indeoender.ee compared with 
the preamble to the sxa •- 'marts in Cneiand at the tine cf the 


C-loricuis 


revolution 


h q 


imams 
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• r.d by the Dutch in their fight against 
such, preambles, here y.-u have from the eighteenth 
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cw on statements in universal toms, m theoretical terns, v/hich you 
old r.ot find in -"■•Tlier staterv-nts of thin kind. One has to compare 
that. /ell thin subject h*s cone up in other connections nore than 
once I believe. Or were there C’-v other points? 

Students This see ns to be a helr-f’l tine to recall (inaudible) 
Aristotle suggested that it was in deliberative rhetoric rather than 
forensic that the le-st anonot of rhetorical shenanigans could take 
dace, because the interest of the judges themselves is involved. 


Strauss: It was their own business. 

St v’er.t: It .-as their own business, yes. bow the major argument 
from this noint is from the standpoint of exactness, yet he does 
make this statement thet,forensic rhetoric before a single judge 
involves the least oporrt.ir.ity of employing, rhetorical devices. 

So it would se«m. that perhaps .*<> have to take rather seriously the 
distinction o a single judge and (inaudible) -/hen we rank forensic 
rhetoric compared. with, d e1ibero tivo rhetoric. 

Strauss: Yes but i -ould be at a loss*without any further ado to 

solve this difficulty to -which vru dre-v our attention. But is it 
not possible that the point of view is different? 

Student: It is fundamentally, I think. At the .beginning he is 

simnlv s’peesting that deliberative rhetoric has been ignored and 
that most of the teachers of arts of rhetoric build their arts 
’.-hile simply considering forensic rhetoric. Wow the arguments do 
meet in this respect, that he suggests in the beginning that there 
'would he less opportunity for then to concentrate on arousing emo- • 
tior.s i*’ they consider the problems that deliberative poses, because 
here the judges do not permit experience . . , (inaudible). Here 
he seems to suggest , . . (inaudible). 

Strauss: ’./ell nav I suggest that, can you elaborate this in writing 

a brief statement, and hand it in by Wednesday? Good. But I'm 
very grateful that you did that, riow let us turn to chapter 13. 

How he comes now to the next subject. He has now completed the 
subject of diction and turns now to the question of order or arrange¬ 
ment. /e begin here. "It. remains to speak about arrangement and or¬ 
der." 


Stud-nt: "A speech has two parts. It is necessary to state the 

subject and then to Drove it. therefore it is impossible to make 
a statement without proving it, or to prove if without first put¬ 
ting it forward; for both he who proves proves something, and he 
who outs something forward does so in order to prove it. The first 
of these carts is the statement o° the case, the second the proof. 

A similar division is that of problem and demonstration," 


ftrauss: .tamely in mathematics. Good. 3o these are the simply ne¬ 
cessary marts of a speech, tho statement of the subject and the 
proof. And -he proof is of course the bulk. In 'he sequel 
Aristotle re jeers another arro.n ^orient which , as he says, would be 
ne 2 ass-rv at bent in forensic rhetoric an* 1 not elsewhere, And this 
statement ’"ere implies of course that a oroemiun or exordium in 
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addition to u statement •*> f the subject — nod subject does not mean 
of 'course rarely, I shall sneak about the Sicilian exoedition, be- 


that is o« the spenda, so I rill speak about it, but this 


statement of ;he intention would be, I am in favor of the expedition, 
or I am against the exoedition, to make clear from the beginning 
what vaur position is, and chon you give your reasons. Good. low 
let us turn a little bit later'in 1414 b 7, when he repeats that 
and •••'rer £i he soys th* necessary carts are latenent and the oroofs. 


"3o then t Vi o necessary parts of the speech are the state- 


3 t U.d 0 *’ t j 

ment.of the case and proof, these divisions are appropriate to eve¬ 


ry SPOPC.O, 


.vr. 
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most i.hn carts are four in numberi exordium, 


statement, proof, e pile, sue ; for refutation of the o opener, t is part 
of the oroof, arvJ comcarisen is a-. amplification of one's own case 


sr/ the."''fore also part 


the proof, for he who 


rl >**\ f~\ O 
* i ». / w o 


this proves 


something. <herea 
to memory." 


the exordium 


.ta 


the epilogue are merely aids 


Strauss: So ir. other words the maximum which Aristotle will grant 

is that you nay'read in addition to the statement of subject and 
the proofs a oroenivm and epilogue, and therefore he turns then to 
the 0 'iestion of the epilogue and that is in the next chapter. Now 


let i.ift re-v* 


n i 


chacter 14. 


Student: "the exordium is the beginning of a speech, as the pro¬ 
logue in one try and the orelucle in flute playing; for all these are 
be a innings, as it were paving the way for what follows. A orelude 
resembles the exordium of esideictic soeech; for as the flute be- 
ains by clavir.g whonever they can execute skillfully and attach it 
to the key note, so also in epideictic speeches.should be the com¬ 
position of the exordium, -he speaker should say it once whatever 
he likes if the key note and then attach the main subject. And 
ail do this, an example being the exordium of the Helen of Isocrates? 
for the (inaudible) and Helen have nothin* in common. At the same 
time even if the speaker venders from the point this is more aooro- 
priate than that the soeech should be monotonous." 

3tr*uss: how let us stop here for one moment. the exordium, ir. 

other words, dc'-s not introduce the subject. The subject is stated 
in what he calls the (inaudible). But the sneaker, or his art — 
just as the flute player introduces not the theme but his.art by 
his orelude; and this is true in epideictic speech. This is the 
reason why an exordium, or proemiun, is not simoly necessary, be¬ 
cause it does not introduce the subject. Now let us see a few more 
things in this chanter, 1415 a 8, shortly after the quotation from 
Ghoerilus. 

Student: "As for the exordia of forensic speeches, it must be noted 

that they produce the ... 

Strauss: No, -'/here is that, of the eoideictic speeches. 


Student: "These then are the sources of enileictic exordia*, praise, 

blame, exhortation, M issues ion, appeals to the hearers. And these 
exordia, may be either foreign or intimately corneatad with the 
sneech. 


•>s for the exordia of -v 


551 ~ ^-'e-.ch it must be noted 
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that they ornayce the sene effect as dramatic prologues and epic 
exordia; for those of dithyrambs resemble ecideictic exordia, 'For 
thee — for thy sifts, '’’or thy spoils of war,' But in speeches and 
epic poems the exordia, provide a sample of the subject in order that 
the hearers my know beforehand what it is about and that the mind 
may not be kept in suspense; for that which is undefined leaps a- 
stray, So then he who puts the beginning, so to say, into the hear¬ 
er's hand enables him. if he holds fast to it to follow the story; 
hence the following exordia; 'Sine, goddess, the wrath . . 

'fell me, Muse, of that man , . 'Inspire me with another theme, 

how from the land of Asia a r.rct *"nr crossed into Europe,' Simil¬ 
arly, traeic noei.s make clear the subjects of choir dramas, if not 
at the outset, like Euripides, at least somewhere in the prologue 
like Soohocles, 'My father was Folybus.'" 


Strauss; 
Go cn. 


'■'/hich occurs after the middle. And comedy is the sane. 


Student; "So then the most essential and special function of the 
exordium is to make clear what is the end or purpose of the speech, 

* -/he re fore, it should not be employed if the subject is quite clear 
or ur.innortant. All the other T ' , nrns of exordia in use are only rem¬ 
edies . . . 


Strauss; Please stop for one moment, 
ium must show forth the subject matte 
more subtle points. 


In forensic oratory the proem- 
Good. now we come to some 


Student; "The other forms of exordia in use are only remedies and 
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on to ail “hree branches of rhetoric. These are derived 
speaker, the hearer, the subject, and the opponent; from 
ker and the opponent all that helps to destroy or create 
e, But this must not be done in the sa^e way; for the de- 
st deal with this at the beginning, the accuser in the epi- 
The reason is obvious. The defendant, when about to intro- 
self, must remove all obstacles, so that he must first clear 
prejudice. The accuser must create prejudice in the epi- 
hat his hearers mav have a livelier recollection of it.” 


Strauss; Is this clear? If there is a prejudice you must gain the 
benevolence of the audience obviously riahx at the beginning. But 
what about the other? Thy not repeating after you have gained the 
confidence of the audience against the prejudice v/hy not restate 
it in the epilogue? After all, that's' very imoortant. And the other 
way around? 

Student; (inaudible) 

Strauss; Exactly. After this has been disposed of for good it 
would be the most foolish thing you could do. And of course it is 
very effective on the other hand to bring in the slander of the op¬ 
ponent ir. the epilogue because that will stick, at least for the 
immediate future. Good. These are very unpleasant things, but true 
things, now ?.o on. 


Student; 


11 ho ob i oc t 


of 


s.n appeal to the hearer is to r.?.ke him 
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v'ell d is nosed nr to arouse Ms ir/ 1 ism t ion, 3rd some tines to engage 
his attention or the opposite; for it is not always expedient- to 
engage his attention, Mich is Me reason why many sneakers try to 
make thMr hearers laugh.. as for making the hearers tractable, 
everything Mil lead uc to it if a person wishes, including the ap¬ 
nea ranee of respectability, because respectable persons command 
more attention. Hearers nay most attention to things th-it are im- 
oortant, that concern their own interest, that are astonishing, 

•hot ere agreeable, here fore one should out the idea into Moir 
heads that the snoech deals with such subjects. To make the hear¬ 
ers inattentive the sneaker must persuade them that the matter is 
unimportant, that it does not concern them, that it is painful," 

Strausss I think that is easy to understand. 

Student: Just one question: why the oainful? Usually we are drawn 
by rain. 

Strauss: Hove you never Merd what happens to bringers of bad mes¬ 
sages to kings, particularly powerful people. The kings do what 
we cannot afford to do. 


Student: 
tive. 


But they are interested in the news. They are very atten- 


Strauss: .‘/ell surely it is important for him to know that his army 

was defeated and maybe destroyed, but nevertheless it is painful 
for him to hear it. Normally ceooie like to hear good things and 
not bad things. That it is sometimes very important to know the 
bad things is undeniable. But other things bein ; - equal, let some¬ 
one else. 


Student: 


But 


the question of attentiveness 


Strauss: Ho, r.o. he are attentive to what we like to hear, 7/e 

are attentive to important things, obviously, and the things which 
concern us and not say — I almost said the Vietnamese, but these 
thin.es do net work anymore — say some, some, I do not know. 

Student: Think of the .assassination of the President, That was 
painful for most people and all three channels covered it continuous¬ 
ly. 


Strauss: Surely, but 
it was important. Vhe 
his way enumerates the 
fall together, how in 
came together. It was 
in.g — no, onlv three, 
of course not rhetoric 
everyone of what is °o 
lead un to ornctica.l d 
nothing of forensic, 
which is done over the 
he an in,tanesting aue" 
That's clear. I me'’"’ 1 


why? iint because it was painful but because 
n these four things . , . Aristotle here in 
things to which we attend. Now they may all 
Me case of the assassination all four things 
important; it was of concern; it was astonish- 
it was unpleasant. But this news media is 
. I rear, these are things meant to inform 
ing on in fie world. This is not meant to 
ecisions as in deliberative speech, to say 
I mean how one should call this kind of speech 
t.v., radio, and the newspaper, that would 
tion, but surely not (inaudible) for Aristotle, 
hat is it? A kind -of incipient (inaudible), 
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it is surely not nublie speech. The 
, the end bo in?, imposed entirely ac¬ 
he out by thet time, and w" must not 


hot? I do not know. But 
mere infinitude of (inaudible) 
cidentally — this oarer nust 

hove more than sixteen, or thirty-two, or whatever number of Das.es_ 

but there is no true beginning 
look at any r.e-sn.a per. It neve: 
numerous stories, v/hollv ur.rel: 
the bent case a great variety 
bably never exists. 


, middle, or end, obviously. If you 
r h = s a sincle broad scory. It has 
ated. That's not speech. It is in 
oe«ches. But that best case nro- 


of 


Student: You .just mentioned the modern media. Do you think that 

in deliberative, for instance , that the physical effect had anything 
to do with Aristotle suggesting just a sketch, that you couldn't 
really make yourself heard on all the fine points say to several 
thousand oeople say without modern media? 

Strauss: /*ell say you heard something over the t.v. about Japan, 

or something else, I mean how peoole live there, or how the economy 
works, or hatever it may be. ihis of course is no*t a speech, say 
a Chester from a geography book . . . 


Student: I'm sleeking specifically of 

President soeekin" directly to us. 


speech. Say we have the 


Strauss: ./ell this is not (inaudible) for Aristotle, but I'm sure 

he 'njst have thought of it., that it is necessary in a given case 
to give a brief survey of say, how did the war come. How did the 
war come. That is of course possible. And I'm sure that Aristotle 
has provided for that. Bun Aristotle ‘would say, it may be that if 
she causes of the war are dork, 'hen it's necessary for say Pericles 
to (inaudible). But if everyone knows the causes from previous dis¬ 
cussions, vhv is it necessary to review the v/hols story with the 
build up of the Athenian empire, ana the conflicts with Soarta, and 
what not. It's wholly unnecessary, now there is one speech in 
T^ucvd id.es in which . . . yes the Athenians in Sparta ^ive a brief 
survey of the genesis of ;he Athenian emcire. But one canct very 
we 11 call it an historical survey. They remind the 7 ” only of the 
things -'hich have been forgotten, namely that it was Athens that 
saved Greece from the rp~si«ns by her navy at Salamis. It's not 


1 


c- o 'r n 


a narrative, how under -’hich cata-zerv to out 


s .ricu. 

the t.v, is of course impossible because it has all kinds and con¬ 
ditions of speech and incipient soe.-ch is (inaudible) part of it, 
well perhaps one should say, they are media through which all k 
of things can come, among others also some of these what Aristotle 
'would call speeches. 


E’ow where were we? Laughter is one of these things which creates 
benevolence. I think that's a common experience. I mean if the 
audience hates a men they will not laugh at his jokes, obviously, 
to say nothing of the fact that laughing as such is heloful in for¬ 
ensic speech because '• f peoole are in a state of indignation -- they 
wnr.t the he--’d of -s-t r : ?n — in the moment thev are brought to laueh 
this irrational intimation is on its way out, because it's impos¬ 
sible + o "m ir.d i*r mt nr’ tn lane'a at the sme time, at least on 
the same subject. ;,ov; the other points which Aristotle makes against 
an overcsam m t.ion of *the omemiun is that many things which peoole 
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say "the proeraium should do should be done by the whole speech. For 
example, t'a establish the character of the speaker, you know that 
cannot be done by five minutes at the beginning where he declares 
I am an honest man* This is much less impressive than if the whole 
speech conveys the impression of his integrity. Good. Now one more 
thing only in chapter, in the next chapter, 15. Begin at the begin¬ 
ning. 

Student* "One way of removing prejudice is to make use of the argu¬ 
ments by which one may clear oneself from disagreeable suspicion." 

Strauss* Aristotle does not of course . . . "prejudice" is not 
there, is not in Aristotle. What he has to do is remove calumny 
or slander. A man is suspected of something, not necessarily a le¬ 
gal crime, and he has to get rid of that. Yes. 

Student* "for it makes no difference whether this . . . 

(first side of tape runs out) 

. . . openly expressed or not. And so this may be taken as a gen¬ 
eral rule. Another way consists in contesting the disputed points 
either by denying the fact or its harmfulness at least to the plain¬ 
tive,or by asserting that its importance is exaggerated,or that it 
is not unjust at all or only slightly so, or neither disgraceful 
nor important. These are the possible points of dispute, as 
Iphicrates in answer to Nausicrates admitted that he had done what 
the prosecutor alleged and inflicted damage but denied that he had 
been guilty of wrong doing." 

Strauss* Now let us stop here. You see here for example that it 
is . . . what is implied here of course is that although it may be 
unjust it may not be base, ignoble, disgraceful. And also you see 
that it is impossible to do this with any consciousness or clarity 
without having these lists of the just things, of the noble things, 
of the good things, which Aristotle gave you in Book One without 
having articulated this for this purpose. So here you see the prac¬ 
tical use of it as well. One more passage, 1416 b, after the remark 
about Teucer and Priam. 

Student* "Another method suitable to the accuser is to praise some¬ 
thing unimportant at great length and to condemn something important 
consicely, or putting forward several things that are praiseworthy 
of the opponent to condemn the one thing that has an important 
bearing about the case. Such methods are most artful and most un¬ 
fair." 

Strauss* And most _? What is the word? 

Student* Unfair. 

Strauss* Unjust. 

Student* "for by their use men endeavor to make what is good in 
a man injurious to him by mixing it up with what is bad." 
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Straussi Yes, they are most artful, but not in the sense that . , , 
most artistic we could have said. That's the ordinary Greek term. 

It doesn't have this nasty meaning which artful, as distinguished 
from artistic, is likely to have. So, most in accordance with the 
art, and yet most unjust. So you see clearly, that's a further 
proof, that the rhetorical art is as such not prudential because 
the most prudential could not possibly be the most unjust. It is 
a faculty, a cleverness, like boxing, or any other thing which can 
be misused and which in itself does not have a guarantee against 
misuse. It has to be guided by something higher. And that is 
(inaudible) prudence. You remember the connection in which we dis¬ 
cussed the question, a question which Aristotle doesn't discuss, 
namely the relation of rhetoric or dialectics to prudence. And 
without having an answer to this question we are in the dark regard¬ 
ing the moat fundamental question which is perfectly compatible for¬ 
tunately with getting some clarity about less fundamental questions. 
Generally speaking we would be in a very hopeless situation regard¬ 
ing knowledge if we would require full clarity about the fundamental 
things before we can have clarity about derivative things. That 
is our strange situation, that we know our way reasonably well in 
derivative things of this kind or another, and not on the fundament¬ 
al things. We .have somehow to live with that. 

I would like to bring up another question which, regarding rhetoric 
in general. Now we have seen that rhetoric belongs together 
Aristotle’s point of view with dialectics, and dialectics with 
what we can call apodictics, the doctrine of the true syllogism. 

And this discipline as a wholej dealing with rhetoric, dialectics, 
and apodictics, is . , . what s the name for that discipline? 

Studenti Logic. 

Strauss« Logic. Now logic as you know is still a part of philoso¬ 
phy or science, perhaps even more so than it was in Aristotle's 
schema. Now what I would like to do now I have done probably hun¬ 
dreds of times, a slight exaggeration, so that there will be some 
of you who will be simply bored, (writing at the board, in parts 
barely audible)i I believe this is one of the simplest helps one 
can give (inaudible) to remind him of the radical change which has 
taken place in the world in a way which is accessible to every 
administrator of the most superficial kind. How do you call him, 
who simply pigeonhole things? (inaudible). Good. Now all right, 
what is the Aristotelian division of the sciences, of philosophy? 

The fundamental division i3 theoretical and practical, (lists under 
the theoretical column)! mathematics, physics, and metaphysics, al¬ 
though this is not Aristotle's name for it. And over here? (under 
the practical column)i 

Student* Ethics, economics, . . . 

Straussi And where is logic? (inaudible), a prelude. This was 
the traditional scheme. I do not go into any refinements now. And 
now what's the scheme today, the schema today now generally accept¬ 
ed? To simplify matters I will say let us forget about science and 
speak only of the parts of philosophy which are today universally 
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recognized. I’m not speaking of those that are recognized by part-? 
df.'tthe professional philosophers. Now begin, and no farfetched 
things, (the following exchange largely inaudible). Logic. And 
since one of these people wrote a book about ethics, I believe they 
also say they speak about ethics. Next? 

Studenti I still think of metaphysics. 

Straussi I'm sorry. If there would be a poll. 

Studenti How about the root of metaphysics (inaudible)? 

Strauss« There is a fellow in Yale and there are some other people 
in (inaudible), but the majority of all logical positivists, all 
peoole stemming from Kant, reject that, the large majority. Now 
let’s go on. What is still recognized? 

Student! Philosophy of science, 

Straussi Well that is epistemology, more or less. I believe one 
can also say this, that philosophy of religion would be recognized. 

It may take the form of a mere psychology of religion, but still. 

And I believe there is much talk today of philosophy of history. 

So let us lead it at that. So there is a radical change. And the 
comparison of that, if you put these two lists together and give a 
reasoned account of the difference that really is the best intro¬ 
duction to our present day problem. At least to that extent, then 
we know what is the air that we breath. That (hitting the board) 
is the air that we breath not that, but we can articulate it. You 
understand? That is a most difficult thing, to become aware first 
of all that there is air — men did not always know that there was 
air -- and then the particular air which you breath. But you can 
never know properly -- there is a vulgar but very telling German, 
especially Berlinian,proverb, one does not taste one's own saliva. 

Now if you look at this schema, I will mention only three points 
because we don't have too much time now. The first striking thing 
is this, that physics, and that is perhaps the most important, which 
was part of philosophy is no longer part of philosophy. The distinc¬ 
tion between philosophy and science, which we take for granted, is 
one of the greatest intellectual events of modem times. That this 
little thing, economics, hasr.now disappeared entirely from practi¬ 
cal philosophy and is left to the science called economics is only 
a consequence of this fundamental change that physics is no . . . 
economics is a kind of physics, a social physics. So this is only 
a secondary development. But the distinction between philosophy 
and science is absolutely. And of course also what is implied in 
the whole thing! the abolition of the difference between theory 
and practice, theoretical and practical sciences. Now one can say 
something like the following. If you go through this list here 
and see what these (inaudible) disciplines have in common ... In 
an earlier stage, say forty or fifty years ago, when the German 
idealistic and the British (inaudible) tradition were still strong¬ 
er, there was a word in common use for all these (inaudible)! human 
consciousness. But this word has somehow expired, at least has lost 
its central significance for a variety of reasons, the most popular 
one being Freud. But there are other more important ones too. But 
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now one can use a much simpler term. They all deal in various ways 
with man. Man is the sole theme of philosophy (inaudible), but not 
in every respect, not the human body — that is understood to be 
a matter of anatomy and physiology — but what makes man man. No 
longer God or nature are the things, according to the prevailing 
view. I don't say universally accepted. 

Let us now return to our question of rhetoric, What has this 
change to do with rhetoric? Logic is now the most important part 
of philosophy according to the most powerful view. Whereas for 
Aristotle it was only a prelude, or to the Aristotelian tradition, 
a prelude to philosophy. The true philosophic studies were substan¬ 
tive, not formal. Yet one obvious change, and particularly impor¬ 
tant to us in this classi rhetoric is no longer a part of philoso¬ 
phy or science. From time to time a man writes a book on rhetoric. 

I think the late Weaver wrote a book on rhetoric, and there is 
someone else who wrote a book on rhetoric whose name I forgot. 

But these are the more or less literary people. There Is no place 
for it in the organization of the sciences as a whole. Now what 
does this disappearance of rhetoric mean. Now from the traditional 
Aristotelian point of view, which is not necessarily the Aristotelian 
view itself, there was a kindred to rhetoric which did survive, and 
I'm not speaking now of apodictics, poetics. Now in which form 
does poetics survive today? 

Studenti Aesthetics. 

Straussi Aesthetics. Yes, which means a vory profound change, name¬ 
ly the difference between poetry, and music, and painting, and sculp¬ 
tor is no longer as important as it was for Aristotle. For these 
people it was understood, poetry is the tops, the tops. Whatever 
good the other things might do, they were not comparable, because 
poetry is of course the speaking art and the others do not speak. 

Music is not speech, and painting and sculptor still less. So what 
prevented the inclusion of rhetoric in the aesthetics? After all if 
aesthetics is such a large and general thing, why should not it ac¬ 
cept rhetoric. I addressed this question to a man of the greatest 
competence and authority in these matters, Hegel in his Aesthetics 
does discuss it still, why not rhetoric. And he^.gives roughly this 
answer. Poetics works are free, It will become A later on what that 
means. Prose is not free. Hence, even the highest historical works, 
say Thucydides, are quote prosaic, not only in the obvious sense 
that it doesn’t use meter, but he is bound, he cannot pick his events. 
Whereas the poet of course can disregard all merely irrelevant and 
chance events. The historian is not entitled to do so. If these 
chance events have some importance for the cause of the war, he 
has to mention them. Now Hegel says, eloquence is apparently closer 
than historiography to art which is free. The orator pronounces 
his own free judgment. He does not merely reproduce a sequel of 
events as the historian does. He's perfectly free in handling his 
subject. For example, he is in no way bound by the temporal order 
by which the historian is more or less bound. He does not merely 
appeal to our reason and understanding as the historian does but 
much more to our convictions, as Hegel calls it,. He must affect 
the whole man, the passions and so on. In this respect rhetoric 
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is much closer to art than is historiography* Yet, nevertheless, 
rhetoric does not belong to art because it stands under the law of 
practical utilities. The speeches are means towards an end. They 
are not ends in themselves, for artistic enjoyment. Or, as he puts 
it from another angle , there is no true unity of the universal and 
the individual. Say the Antigone . the Antigone is much more than 
this particular woman. She stands for something. And nevertheless, 
she is this individual. Whereas such a complete fusion of the uni¬ 
versal and the individual cannot possibly take place in rhetoric 
because we mean it. We mean that this individual, John Smith, is 
guilty or innocent. And you cannot replace him and say this kind 
of man (inaudible). This is only in a very derivative and metaphor¬ 
ical sense true. 

To come back to the pointi The modem conception of art led to the 
expulsion of rhetoric. This is not the whole story. It has also 
to do with the change regarding science. The older view was stated 
common sensically and in perfect beauty by Horace, "The poets wish 
to be useful and to delight." This is now regarded as philistine. 

I believe that no up to date critic would for one moment stoop to 
consider that maybe Horace had a point. That's out of the question. 
In other words, the older view was however free tho poet may be in 
certain respects, poetry is in the service of something else, just 
as rhetoric"is. We can call that in the service of which, very gen¬ 
erally but not meaninglessly, in the service of life. But, of what 
life? That is the question. Some of our contemporaries wholeheart¬ 
edly agree with that, that art must be in the service of life. Do 
you know who they are? Marxists. This of course is not what Horace 
or Aristotle (inaudible) social causes. They thought the life of 
moral or theoretical excellence. Rhetoric is not art in the sense 
of art for arts sake. That is perfectly true. But the question 
is, is poetry art for art's sake. We must not accept without ex¬ 
amination the now accepted pigeonholes. We cannot do that. Nor 
must we — and this is against the possible misunderstanding of what 
I propose — nor can.we accept without any further ado the pigeon¬ 
holes of Aristotle. I mean the distinctions which he makes. Nor 
can we do that. Aristotle's pigeonholes, to repeat this expres¬ 
sion, have only one very great advantage. They are not our pigeon¬ 
holes. And by considering them, by entering into their spirit, 
we achieve some liberation from the pigeonholes which otherwise 
would keep us under control. That is what I meant by the atmosphere, 
the air. We become aware of the air in which we live if we wonder 
into a different air. And maybe when we have a sufficient familiar¬ 
ity with Aristotle we would feel that they are, come to think of it, 
preferable to ours. Well, all right, we must be openminded and al¬ 
so not apprehensive and fearful. But let us wait for that. 

So this I believe is one point. And of course the other point we 
have discussed all the time, or thought of it, especially since 
we read in the last quarter Hobbes' Leviathan , that one reason why 
rhetoric decayed — I mean not necessarily the art of speaking, but 
the respect for the art of speaking — has to do with the notion 
that science ig- can be, ought to be, all comprehensive. And there¬ 
fore there would be no place- for a non-sc ientific utterance, (inau¬ 
dible) , so I thought I should bring your attention to that. Yes. 
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Student* (inaudible) whether poetry is art for art.’s sake in terms 
of the way we looked at poetry today. I know we could give a per¬ 
fect argument by starting with Plato's view of poetry. But any 
thing he would make on those grounds I think would be denied as a 
valid premise by a staunch advocate of poetry today. 

Strauss* '.Veil sure, I agree with that. One would go into that. 

And I suppose part of the argument — I mean this is a long, long 
story* these are all long stories — would be to consider the work 
of Shakespeare. You know this is a perfectly legitimate dialecti¬ 
cal, oratorical procedure in an Anglo-Saxon country to say, well 
since the greatest poet in this Anglo-Saxon world is Shakespeare, 
what did he think of poetry. Let’s check on that. And then we see 
whether Shakespeare regarded, believed in art for art's sake. I 
mean absolutely, simply. Let us see that. And of course then we 
would have to go through certain stages. I remember one point 
which is ultimately quite wrong, but even errors can be helpful 
on the way to non-error. This point was recently criticized by 
Allan Bloom in his study of Shakespeare, the point which Nietzsche 
makes. Nietzsche says how did Shakespeare — there's an aphorism 
of Nietzsche — how did Shakespeare think of poets. And the clear¬ 
est proof is the poet in Julius Caesar , (inaudible) a kind of louse 
here compared with Brutus, the Roman. I always was sure that 
Nietzsche misinterpreted this. I’m now more sure after having read 
Bloom's interpretation. But still, why did Shakespeare present the 
poet . . . Take the case of the extreme opposite end of‘the spec¬ 
trum, the self-advertisement of the advertisers, as they call it, 
the show business, advertising show business. I mean that is 
going on all the time. For example, the prizes which they get. 

These celebrations are done in a big way, and no prizes for journa¬ 
lists for example, to say nothing of teachers at the University of 
Chicago college would be presented from coast to coast over the t.v. 
You know there is a self-glorification of the show business, which 
is of course perfectly all right. Now the question of the meaning¬ 
fulness of whether there are criteria by which to judge it does not 
even arise. Something similar happens of course to us. There are 
some people when they hear the word art they go down on their knees 
without any further consideration of what is presented as art. You 
know the cases in which the question of obscenity, when it was dis¬ 
cussed ... An absolutely dirty thing, if a critic can be found 
who says it is a piece of art, that settles it. And after all, it 
can’t be as simple as that. It cannot be. I njean if this were the 
case, why did not for example Shakespeare*just^a serious of obscene 
works? Why did he not do it? And why did he keep this hind of 
thing, which he does not deny, in its proper place, very rare and 
in very small doses. In other words, one would have to begin, 
Shakespeare would be the most practical example to see what did 
he understand by (inaudible). After .all Shakespeare has said, al¬ 
though he is generally speaking a dramatic poet, but the epilogue 
to Tempest is a direct utterance of Shakespeare. And one would show 
that Shakespeare knew of something beyond not only the theater, that 
goes without saying, but beyond art, beyond his poetry. This would 
not settle the issue because Shakespeare had other prejudices as 
we know .— he was also (inaudible) a democrat — and therefore he 
might be as mistaken regarding art as he was regarding democracy. 
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But it is still just to get the stone rolling, to get it moving. 

It's a good beginning. 

Studentt Would you rule out any examination from something that's 
very close to us, for instance Allen Ginsberg? 

straus8i wen I never heard the name. 

Studenti Well what used to be the new school of (inaudible) poetry. 

Strauss* I do not know. I cannot speak about things which I do 
not know. First I would make a poll of this class whether the ma¬ 
jority here thinks that this is a great poet. And if this is set¬ 
tled then we would . . . 

Student! I'm trying to make the hard case for what would seem to 
be a very weak side. And if I'm not mistaken . . . 

Straussi If this is the best you can do, I would be very apprehen¬ 
sive. 

Student! No, it wouldn't be fair to ask, to take a poll whether 
people thought this was a great poet or not because great poets have 
a unique tendency of not being recognized. 

Straussi Not universally, I believe, not universally. It is well 
known, to use a favorite phrase of Stalin, that Aeschylus, Sophocles, 
Euripides, and Aristophanes were recognized immediately. That is 
a very interesting phenomenon itself, that in modern times with the 
great change of'fashions?;also 5 in ; painting, there is always the re¬ 
sistance of the old generation like Eisenhower and Khrushchev, you 
remember that one point where they agree against new nalnt^ne. 

The impiessionis cs were regarded as absolutely impossible and today 
that's old hat. I do not know what they call it now. And this has 
happened in generation after generation. I am sure that this was 
not always the case. There is even some evidence for that apart 
from the external statistical facts, that these great poets were 
recognized immediately. There is even, I found somewhere, a state¬ 
ment in Plutarch to this effect, that when this beauty and this per¬ 
fection appeared the only reaction was that people didn't know that 
things could be so beautiful. It was obvious that it was so beauti¬ 
ful. Apparently beauty is no longer this criterion in the clear 
common sensical manner that it was in the past. To say nothing of 
the fact that even granted that the novel is not recognized in its 
own generation — I grant it for argument's sake — it does not 
mean of course that every novel poet is a good poet. That's clear. 
That would be too simple. 

Student! Is it possible that the decline of rhetoric is not due 
primarily to the science of Hobbes and the people who came after 
him, but more to what Tocqueville described when he said that his¬ 
torians in this country for instance don't look at the individual 
as the mover of history. They look at the broad, mass movement be¬ 
cause of the influence of democracy upon them. And therefore any 
(inaudible) of a President in the New York Times . for instance, by 
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any of its reporters very rarely dwells on what the man said, ex¬ 
cept for Kennedy very recently and how it says it, but more not on 
the rhetoric so much as on his achievements, the broad courses of 
history. The decline of the individual means the decline of rhetor¬ 
ic . 

Strauss t I believe there are two different things. I think it has 
very much to do that the mere enjoyment of the perfection of diction 
and so on probably has not grown to the same degree as literacy has 
grown. I believe people are reasonably much more interested whether 
the policy announcement of the speech is sound or unsound than how 
well turned the phrases and well chosen the individual words are. 

But still, perhaps the attention to this ... It is very rare if 
I read a scholarly book today which is also written with some con¬ 
cern for language. I believe I do not exaggerate. When I have to 
read a book or manuscript where I see the author has taken some 
care and has not just, how should I say, vomited, if may say so, 
the individual words, but has thought about it, I am quite amazed. 

I think it is quite rare. But one thing is eloquence, rhetoric, the 
actual rhetoric, and another is the theoretical concern with that. 

And we are speaking now of course about the theoretical concern. 

I'm sure there are today some very good speakers. I mean we had 
the big example of Churchill of course, an amazing (inaudible), but 
there are some others. 

Student! Did the theoretical concern come more from the fact that 
they're democrats, living in a democratic society, and therefore 
not talking about the individual and the leader, but they are con¬ 
cerned with what they call broad social forces and things like that? 

Straussi No, I believe that is not so true, because the veneration 
for individuals is very great in a democracy too. I mean in other 
words this philosophy of history is by no means the operative phil¬ 
osophy in the democracies. I always remember this book title of a 
book on Henry Wallace who was probably the most liberal candidate 
for Vice Presidency and for sometimes he was in fact the Vice Presi¬ 
dent. I believe he was much more revered by the simon-pure liberals, 
the non political, the non wheeling and dealing liberals, than any 
other man since. His biography had the title — he's praised for 
the common man, the age of the common man -- had the title, Henry 
Wallace t An Uncommon Man . Democracy knows very well, if it is in 
a sense the rule of the common man, it requires also uncommon men. 

And I think the worship for individuals, both sensible and (inaudible), 
is very strong in this country too. I think we can see it in the 
daily occurences. I do not believe it is true that philosophy of 
history has other than relatively little importance. 

Studenti (inaudible) 

Strauss* Yes, I mean if it were thought of as part of art it would 
share that veneration which art today generally enjoys, obviously. 

And it is not thought of as art in this sense quite correctly, be¬ 
cause rhetoric cannot be separated, surely not deliberative and for¬ 
ensic rhetoric, from the end or purpose which it serves. But men 
have said that you can separate a poem from the end. In other words, 
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it has no end, art for art's sake. In other way in which I would 
handle these things just to get things moving is to take some of 
the greatest and most dedicated artists of the nineteenth or twen¬ 
tieth century and see whether he . . . The example closest to me 
for some accidental reasons is Gustave Flaubert. I mean if he was 
not a fanatic of art, I do not know who was. And it is perfectly 
clear when you read his works that this was in the service not of 
a party line, or such nonense, but of something which ultimately 
justifies art. And this kind of thing. 
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(in progress) Straussi . . . the man who gave Churchill the Nicomachean 
Ethics to read, which Churchill who had neglected his education in 
certain respects had never read before. And do you remember what 
the exchange was. Churchill said, well this is more or less what 

I always thought. Thank you for your very fine paper. You refer 

to Churchill, and quite wisely in such a context, of course. There 
is another remark more simple, because Churchill is of course also 
master of the very homely expression. One of the things you quoted 
from him, it reminded me of another statement. When the question 
came up, war, say around 48, and then he simply said, I do not feel 

a war in my bones, whereas I felt a war in my bones say in the 30's. 

This kind of devining, which I'm sure Churchill would have been able 
to spell out, but the key point was this, that the certainty was 
the feeling in his bones. But that was very good that you brought 
in this. Churchill is a very fitting conclusion to this course, 
because then we are immediately back to political science, our 

most immediate concern, and Mr. _ who has written his Masters 

thesis on Churchill acts on the view that in order to understand 
political things one might as well look first at the highest than 
at the lowest. One must also study the lowest. That goes without 
saying. What is no going on regarding the West side block is of 
course political. But to see it properly one must also see (inau¬ 
dible). And you acted again on this sound principle. 

In the main what you said was absolutely sound. There were a few 
points which you perhaps misunderstood. "Demonstrative" in this 
passage does not mean demonstrative strictly speaking. It means 
only the demonstration characteristic of rhetoric. Aristotle always, 
he is never pedantic in his usage. There is a demonstration in 
human matters, in rhetoric, and he calls it (inaudible). That's 
unimportant. When you wondered that he doesn't make a statement 
about the statement, that I believe is not a great difficulty. It 
is really very simple. You stand up and say, I will speak in favor 
of going to war, or against going to war. That's the statement. 

And the clearer you state that and with a minimum of rhetorical 
frills, the better. People can follow you better. 

Student* What I thought about was say if we're deliberating about 
Cuba, the statement would also include establishing the facts of 
the situation. 

Strauss* No, no. That's not the statement. The statement is, for 
example, you accuse or you defend. And this is ordinarily not even 
necessary, because one man is counsel for the defense and another 
is the accuser, so it goes without saying. You noted the fact that 
Aristotle concludes the Rhetoric with a chapter on the peroration. 

And this last chapter is itself a peroration. And this is quite 
obvious and quite true, You infer from this that although this is 
technical book, not a rhetorical book, it is nevertheless to some 
extent at least a rhetorical treatment of rhetoric. There is some¬ 
thing to this, and especially the point which you mentioned that 
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he speaks here more frequently in the last chapters of "thou," to 
make it quite clear. 

Studenti Is that the familiar you? 

Straussi Yes, yes, well the second person singular, which is so 
impossible to do in English. There is something to that, but still 
I believe fundamentally it is nevertheless a technical word and not 
a rhetorical word. And how Aristotle combines rhetorical means, > 
in other words that is a question of Aristotle's style, his way of 
speaking which is not always purely technical as we have seen. But 
this was not the key issue. The key issue was the problem which 
was stated last time already and restated by you in a different way 
in your paper. It concerns the status of deliberative rhetoric. 

Can you state again, because you also have to learn something about 
enunciation or elocution and the proper speed of delivery. It 
should not be too slow, nor should it be too fast, but in the mean. 
Now what is the difficulty as you saw it? 

Studenti In one sense t deliberative rhetoric is a lower thing than 
forensic rhetoric. It s less finished. And also it doesn't employ 
as many enthymemes and therefore in many cases it is less ^demon¬ 
strative. But in another sense, the end with which it is concerned 
and the type of man it takes to give a great deliberative speech 
it is higher than forensic. And broader than that, it seemed that 
at the beginning of the Rhetoric Aristotle suggested that one of 
the reasons he was writing the Rhetoric , one of the things that 
prompted him, was an attempt to come to the aid of political rhetor¬ 
ic. Other rhetoricians had not written about political rhetoric, 
had said nothing about it. He felt it was a noble thing, an impor¬ 
tant thing, and he should write about the rhetoric which tells de¬ 
liberative rhetoricians how to make their arguments better. 

Strauss* Well, let me restate it. First there is a difficulty — 
that I think is what Aristotle means by the difference between 
the statement and the argument (inaudible). You must first state 
the difficulty by itself, and then you bring in your solution. You 
must not begin with your solution. I mean not only because it is 
more effective — if you present a great difficulty . . . (inaudible) 
-- but for the simple sake clarity. Now there seems to be a contra¬ 
diction between the remarks about the relative rank of deliberative 
and forensic rhetoric made in the first two chapters and what is 
said in the last Book. And you solved it by, in the way in which 
one has to solve these things, by making a distinction. Now is 
this solution acceptable to you, Mr. ? 

Studenti Well for the most part I would say yes. It's as far as 
. . . (inaudible). However, I think the difficulty remains in so 
far as . . . Aristotle gives the impression that deliberative 
rhetoric shares less in what we might call the rhetorical, the low¬ 
er rhetorical things. In the very beginning, he somehow associated 
at the start of the Rhetoric the return to concern with the enthy- 
neme with the restoration of deliberative rhetoric. Yet in Book 
Three there is one point where Aristotle specifically says that 
forensic rhetoric shares less in the rhetorical . . . 
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Straussi And In the enthymeme in particular. 

Student* He says forensic rhetoric shares less in the rhetorical 
than does deliberative. In this passage about exactness he says 
it has less to do with (inaudible) of rhetoric. Also, he says 
then that forensic rhetoric is generally more associated with . . . 
the enthymeme is more suitable for forensic rhetoric than for de¬ 
liberative . 

Strauss* Yes, but if the enthymeme is the crown of rhetoric, then 
forensic rhetoric would seem to be higher qua rhetoric than deli¬ 
berative rhetoric. What is the principle underlying the distinc¬ 
tion? 

Student* Prom the narrow viewpoint of the heart of rhetoric you 
might have to say that forensic is higher because it uses the en¬ 
thymeme, but in the broader consideration of the subject of rhetor¬ 
ic you would have to say that deliberative rhetoric is higher. 

Strauss* In other words, from a narrowly technical, i.e. rhetori¬ 
cal, point of view forensic rhetoric would be higher; but if you 
take a broader view, if you take into consideration also the sub¬ 
ject matter, deliberative rhetoric is higher. So this would be 
(inaudible) the solution. Now if this is true, we see how artful 
Aristotle proceeds at the beginning of the work. And we all went 
into the trap. The previous rhetoricians neglected deliberative 
rhetoric, and they neglected the enthymeme; hence, we inferred in¬ 
cautiously, the enthymeme is at home in deliberative rhetoric. 

And now we see why the two complaints are perfectly justified, 
the defects of previous rhetoric* a) neglect of deliberative rhet¬ 
oric, b) neglect of enthymeme. These are independent considerations. 
They are not, you can't put them together and simply say, that 
would be a simple and in an external way elegant solution. But in 
interesting matters the solutions are never so elegant. Can we 
leave at that? 

Student* Just a small addendum, that is that in so far as deliber¬ 
ative rhetoric addresses itself to . . . (inaudible), we should all 
along have expected that deliberative rhetoric would share more in 
the lower aspects of rhetoric, and yet we tended to be led along 
another path, to associate the higher part of rhetoric, namely the 
enthymeme with deliberative rhetoric. 

Strauss* Well I think we have no particular reason for (inaudible) 
but this is simply one of our most common human vices, thoughtless¬ 
ness. We should have thought of it, but we didn't. And so we had 
to learn it the hard way from Aristotle. So he had to spell it 
out explicitly. But now we will never forget it. Good. I have 
to say a few words about Mr. ___ paper on last time's assignment, 

I can only mention a few points. I'll read to you a few sentences 
to give you some taste of what he does, (reading)* The assignment 
covers a remarkable descent from mere (?) philosophic calm and rea¬ 
son to wrangling, deceit, and particulars. We may be guided in 
our understanding of rhetoric and its relation to politics if we 
say that just as politics is a compromising embodiment of justice 
in material circumstances, so rhetoric is a compromising embodiment 
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of logos in material circumstances. ^That is very neatly said, only 
the question," what is material. The adjective material is perhaps 
somewhat misapplied^ Also it is noted regarding epideictic speech 
that there will be a single writer and reader in any act of reading! 
for the (inaudible) is associated with strife and (inaudible). The 
acme of rhetoric then is found in carefully written, precise, and 
detailed works in praise of the truly noble addressed to no parti¬ 
cular people, meaning not to this demos or that jury. They will 
achieve the effect upon the reader by his attention, not (inaudible). 
The (inaudible) difference between speech and writing most dwelled 
upon are the presence of repetitions and (inaudible). Both these 
have the effect of giving us multiplicity instead of unity. More 
seems to be said than is in fact said, the illusion being supplied 
by the arts of delivery. If we reverse this, we may conjecture 
that in writings such as Aristotle's with its urbane and laconic 
reticences and (inaudible) the contrary illusion may be created 
of less having been written than is in fact written, ^fhat is a 
very reasonable suggestion. And one more point, I can not read 
the whole thinjg7 The central means of accusation which alone is 
not said to be available the defense and is said to be most artful 
and most unjust is to praise our adversary for what is irrelevant 
and come down very hard on what is relevant. The power of this 
method can at least be apprehended in t Anthony's funeral oration, 
so were they all honorable men. That s this kind of praise. 

That this is a matter of the greatest injustice is due to the fact 
that it rests cm the perversion of good to evil. Herein Aristotle 
is at one with the Christian theologians against the utilitarians. 

I would like to have an explanation of the last sentence. 

Studenti The question is whether . . . The greatest injustice 
according to the utilitarians would be the infliction of the max¬ 
imum damage. 

Straussi But is this not here, well Aristotle does not say that 
this is the greatest injustice simply. He says only that of these 
devices this is the most unjust. And does it not inflict the max¬ 
imum damage by creating the chance that this man will be more sever- 
ly punished than he otherwise would, or perhaps that he wouldn't 
be punished at all? I mean I agree with you that Aristotle is no 
utilitarian but I would like to understand how you meant that and 
what you see as the common point between Christian moral theology 
and Aristotle versus the utilitarians. This seemed to me not suf¬ 
ficiently prepared. 

Students No. 

Strausst All right, then we don't have to go on. Now let us then 
turn to our last assignment. Is there any point someone wants to 
raise before we enter? We come to chapter 16 of the Third Book. 

That deals with the narrative. Now what do we have to say about 
narrative. First Aristotle discusses the question why there is no 
need for a narrative proper, meaning a consecutive narrative, in 
epideictic speech. It can be done. For example, in Xenophon's 
Agesilaus . which is an epideictic speech in praise of Spartan King, 
Agesilaus, you have first a long narrative of Agesilaus' life and 
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then afterward the praise proper. But one can say this was not 
meant for oral delivery. Now what is the reason why this should 
not be done. Let us read the beginning of chapter 16. 

Student* In the epideictic style the narrative should not be con¬ 
secutive but disjointed! for it is necessary to go through the ac¬ 
tions which form the subject of the speech, for a speech is made 
up of one part that is inartificial, the speaker being in no way 
the author of the actions which he (inaudible) and of another that 
does depend upon art." 

Straussi By the way, from this it follows that epideictic rhetor¬ 
ic is higher than historiography, history writing. Do you see that? 
Because the historian is bound by the sequence. He does not con¬ 
trol his material and cannot throw it around in the way in which 
the rhetorician can. He is not master of his materials, strictly 
speaking, a point to which I referred last time in a somewhat dif¬ 
ferent context. Now go on. 

Student! The latter consists in showing that the action did take 
place if it be incredible, or that it is of a certain kind, or 
of a certain importance, or all three altogether. This is why it 
is sometimes right not to narrate all the facts consecutively, be¬ 
cause a demonstration of this kind is difficult to remember. Prom 
some facts a man may be shown to be courageous, from others wise 
or just. Besides, a speech of this kind is simpler, whereas the 
other is intricate and not plain. It is only necessary to recall 
famous actions. Wherefore most people have no need of narrative. 

For instance, if you wish to praise Achilles, everybody knows what 
he did and it is only necessary to make use of it. But if you 
want to praise Critias, narrative is necessary, for not many people 
know what he did." 

Straussi Now^was well explained by Mr. the example of Truman. 

You would not* address a praise of Truman to people who do not know 
these massive facts. That would not be praise. It would be infor¬ 
mation, a biography, or what have you, but not proper praise. And 
you get here an idea of what Aristotle understands by a praise. 

And Xenophon's Agesilaus is truly a good example, where the various 
are praised, courage, intelligence, temperance, and so on. This 
would be the plan of the praise. Now it is obvious that a mere ■■ 
narrative, where here is a wise action, ,a proof of his wisdom, 
here a proof of his temperance, would come in accidentally, would 
be very disorderly. It is much better to bring the pertinent facts 
together when you discuss the virtue in question. Yes? 

Student* Is there any significance to the fact that he says prais¬ 
ing Achilles here and has reference to, in the Symposium (inaudible)? 

Straussi No, but Achilles after all is the most famous of all 
heroes. 

Student! You don't think that it's a reference to the Symposium ? 

Straussi No. The only question is why he mentions Critias as the 
other pole. You know who Critias was, one of the worst of the 
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Thirty Tyrants and it would be quite a tour de force to write in 
parise of Critias, but perhaps for this reason a great rhetorical 
achievement if you can bring it off. It's possible that he means 
that by that. We come now to narrative in forensic speech. 

Student: "But at the present day it is absurdly laid down that the 
narrative should be rapid." 

Straussi Yes "at the present day" is too narrow a translation of 
the Greek word which means now. I would translate it "as it is." 
Aristotle uses it in this sense quite frequently. It can also mean 
now, but it can have this looser sense. 

Student* "And yet, as the man said to the baker when he asked wheth 
er he was to make bread hard or soft, 'What, is it impossible to 
make it well?' So it is in this case* for the narrative must not 
be long, nor the exordium, nor the proofs either, for in this case 
also propriety does not consist either in rapidity or conciseness 
but in a due mean. That is, one must say all that will make the 
facts clear, or create the belief that they have happened, or have 
done injury or wrong, or that they are as important as you wish to 
make them. The opposite party must do the opposite. And you 
should incidentally narrate anything that tends to show your own 
virtue, for instance, 'I always recommended him to act rightijr/, 
not to forsake his children' * or the wickedness of your opponent, 
for instance, 'But he answered that wherever he might be, he would 
always find other children,' an answer attributed by Herodotus to 
the Egyptian rebels* or anything which is likely to please the 
judges." 

Straussi Now let us stop here for one moment. This subject, how 
long or how short, should it be long or should it be short — the 
simple, wise answer* appropriate, neither long nor short but ap¬ 
propriate, was given by a famous rhetorician, or sophist, Prodicus, 
and Socrates quotes it in the name of Prodicus somewhere, I've for¬ 
gotten where. Now it is very strange that Aristotle doesn't quote 
Prodicus but the customer of a baker, an anonymous man and (inau¬ 
dible). That is also some rhtorical trick, but I could not explain 
why he does it, because everyone knew that, everyone who was likely 
to read that book knew that it was the famous Prodicus. Perhaps 

he wanted to make clear the kinship between rhetoric and these very 

lowly arts. I do not know. This example seems also to show that 

there is properly a mean, the key word for prudence, but it is also 

the key word for art. And therefore there is a kinship, no identity 
between art, therefore also the art of rhetoric, and prudence. They 
are not identical, but they can look identical, and the chief soph¬ 
ism employed by Socrates in the First Book of the Republic in try¬ 
ing to refute Thrasymachus consists in the identification of art 
with prudence, with practical wisdom. And on the basis of this 
rhetorical principle, if a resembles b, then a is b* and then of 
course since there is a resemblance of art and prudence in so far 
as both aim at the mean, one can identify them, but this however 
does not work out in the long run. 

Now the next point which Aristotle makes is that the defender does 
not need narrative, or to a lesser degree. Why is this so? 
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Studenti "In defense the narrative need not be so long , , , 

Straussi Why, why, why. The reason is very obvious, but it didn't 
occur to me. I had to look up Cope. Because the accuser spoke 
first. At least a considerable part of the data has been trans¬ 
mitted by the accuser, and therefore the defender must limit him¬ 
self to those parts of the res gestae which he interprets differ¬ 
ently, Let us go on a bit later, after he has spoken of the pro¬ 
logue in the Oeneus . yes afterward. The narrative must be ethical. 

Student! "And the narrative should be of a moral characteri and 
in fact it will be so if we know what effects this. One thing is 
to make clear our moral purposei for as is the moral purpose so 
is the character, and as is the end so is the moral purpose. For 
this reason mathematical treatises have no moral character, because 
neither have they moral purpose, for they have no moral end. But 
the Socratic dialogues have . . . 

Straussi The mathematical speeches have no characters, but the 
Socratic speeches have. The translation is unnecessarily compli¬ 
cated because the word moral occurs much less here in the original. 
He doesn't say moral purpose but simply choice, proairesis. And 
he doesn’t say that the mathematical things do not have a moral end, 
but they do not an end. Obviously, the quantitative value of the 
angles has nothing to do with any (inaudible) good, that it should 
be equal to two rights, you know. No ends enter. In the First Book 
of the Ethics near the beginning Aristotle had spoken of the oppo¬ 
sition between mathematics and rhetoric. They are, as it were, at 
opposite poles. Here you have the maximum of demonstration. And 
in rhetoric, so to speak, you have the minimum of demonstration 
in the strict sense of the term. Now here Aristotle uses the ex¬ 
amples not of mathematics and rhetoric but of mathematics and 
Socratic speeches. And the Socratic speeches are of course in a 
sense, which is not the simply Aristotelian sense, rhetorical. 

What Aristotle says here is you cannot speak of choice without re¬ 
vealing your own choice, and therewith without revealing what kind 
of person you are. This is of course the controversial issue at 
the present time. The value-free social science says you can speak 
about choices without revealing your choice. And how shall I say 
it, I have Aristotle on my side, to put it very immodestly. Now 
one could say of course against Aristotle that mathematics and 
Socratic speeches, meaning Socratic dialogues dealing with moral 
matters, are extreme examples. There are some in between which are 
not as exact as mathematics and yet have to do with ends, and these 
are physical speeches, speeches about nature. Not from the point 
of view of present day physics but from the point of view of 
Aristotle's physics, of course physics deals with ends, with 
things tending toward ends. That complicates matters a bit. But 
why can Aristotle disregard that? What's the difference between 
the end pursued by a growing puppy, namely to become a full grown 
dog, and the end of which he is speaking here? 

Studenti We don't deliberate about dogs' ends. 

Straussi Yes, it's not a deliberative end. It's a natural end. 

But ends are there too. Go on where we left off. 
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Studenti Other ethical indications are the accompanying peculiari¬ 
ties of each individual character, for instance, 'He was talking 
and walking on at the same time,' which indicated effrontery and 
boorishness. Nor should we speak as if from the intellect after 
the manner of present day orators but from choice* 'But I wished 
it, and I preferred it, and even if I profited nothing it is better,' 
The first statement indicates prudence, the second virtuei for pru¬ 
dence consists in the pursuit of what is useful, virtue in that of 
what is honorable. If anything of the kind seems incredible, then 
the reason must be added," 

Strauss* Now let us stop for a moment. This is very difficult, 
this passage, is it not? The prudent man is concerned with the 
useful. And the good man is concerned with the noble. 

Student* Only in the endoxa, that's the important thing. You're 
talking to the many. You're not talking to the gentleman. What 
the many will think of you when you give a speech is that if you're 
prudent you (inaudible) the useful. 

Strauss: In other words, you mean to say that here he uses pru¬ 
dence in a vulgar sense, in the sense in which we use it ordinarily 
when we say prudential considerations as distinguished from moral 
considerations. This is not sufficient, while I think it is true. 

Here he clearly implies one can be prudent without being good, and 
vice versa. That's the view which Aristotle of course rejects in 
the Ethics . This in itself would show the lower level of the Rhetoric 
of which we had other signs. Remember the discussion of the vir¬ 
tues. But something of this distinction is preserved in the Ethics . 
some element of it. What is the object of prudence? What is pru¬ 
dence concerned with? 

Student* The object of prudence is (inaudible) choose the good. 

Strauss* No, no. He has chosen the good, so to speak. But what 
is his theme? What dees he deliberate about? 

Student* The choice of the right means. 

Strauss* Means, not about the ends. But the point is that he is 
constituted as a prudent man by the fact that he is dedicated to 
the noble otherwise he would only be clever. Good. Now let us 
go on. 

Student* "Of this Sophocles gives an example} for his Antigone, 
says that she cared more for her brother than for her husband or 
children, for the latter can be replaced after they are gone but 
when father and mother are in the grave no brother can ever be bom. 

If you have no reason, you should at least say that you are aware 
that what you assert is incredible, but that it is your nature; for 
no one believes that a man ever does anything of his own free will 
except for motives of self interest." 

Strauss* Except the useful. So in other words, if someone says 
like this one here, I chose the noble and disregarded gain,that's 
untrustworthy, unbelievable. True morality is incredible. But is 
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it simply incredible according to Aristotle, that someone should 
not be concerned with profit? What does Aristotle imply? 

Studenti Perhaps it*s connected with this, that true morality is 
incredible if the man is trying to persuade you that he is being 
truly good. 

Straussi For this reason Aristotle said one should show one's own 
decency not be affirming that one is decent but by the way in which 
one (inaudible). That is not the point. 


Student« Wouldn't the ultimate argument be that the truest self 
interest is virtue, that the man who believes in the virtuous life 
really pursues his self-interest. 


Straussi 
tue would 
Aristotle 
Aristotle 


I see, in other words a utilitarian presentation of vir- 
be appropriate. But still, why? Not necessarily, because 
believes in true virtue. But why is it incredible? 
expresses himself more unqualifiedly than he means it. 


Studenti Isn't that really a true statement? 


Strauss* Pardon. 


Student* Depending on how you take self-interest, all the way 
from a thief up to a philosopher, all men do act in their self- 
interest. 


Strauss* Well this is very simple. I will first give you my an¬ 
swer. Aristotle again indicates the level of rhetorical argument 
in these public debates, public discussion. This doesn't tell the 
man that he asserts he is virtuous. You know the joke made about 
the speaker whom they said he is against sin. This would never 
carry any conviction. What Aristotle implies I believe is this. 

If you have to speak of a decent quality of yours . . . Either you 
must be silent about your own virtues, because the other is always 
offensive. Or else you must reduce it to a noble nature, that you 
cannot help doing that, as in a way Antigone does. I believe that 
is the point. Now how did I come to that? He says this is so. 

If you do not have a reason, but you know that what you say is in¬ 
credible, let us assume you have done something showing outstanding 
nobility and you know that no one will believe you that you did it 
without any concern for your interest, but then you must state that 
you are by nature such a man, that you cannot help doing that, that 
you have no choice in it. By the way this passage in the Antigone 
has given rise to -- which most of you may remember when Antigone 
says this that she cares more for her brother than for her parents 
or children or husband because only brothers, or perhaps also sis¬ 
ters, are irreplacable. If a woman loses her husband she can marrry 
another husband, and she can get other children, other things being 
equal, but brothers or sisters are irreplacable — Goethe, no mean 
judge on such matters, found this absolutely unbearable, and I think 
there are quite a few classical scholars who say this is an inser¬ 
tion by another hand based on some story in Herodotus. I must say 
it makes perfect sense to me in the play, and reveals the character 
of Antigone very beautifully. She is not only a very spirited girl 
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and a very noble girl, but she is also a very intelligent girl. 

She cannot stand the notion that she would take this extreme step 
for anything that is not the most important matter. And the (inau¬ 
dible) of passion, she is of course under the influence of a passion, 
gives her a reason. If it had been a case of a mother or child, 

she would also have found a reason, no doubt. But she can not 

leave it at saying I feel that way. She must give a reason. You 
dougt that? 

Studentt Well hers is not such a normal family. 

Straussi But still, granting that, you mean to say you would con¬ 
nect it up with the fact that since . . . but it wasn't only that 
time. 

Student * (inaudible) 

Straussi Yes, sure, of course, you are quite right. I see, in oth¬ 
er words, you would link it up with that, with the incestuous ori¬ 
gin. But surely no explicit reference to that is made. Yes? 

Studentj May I muddy the waters? It strikes me that Antigone’s 
argument is the same one which he just lifted from Herodotus back 
at the beginning of 1417 a, when that argument when used by the 
Egyptian rebels was 'wherever he might be, he would always find oth¬ 
er children.' The replacability has been given us as the height 
of wickedness.in character. 

Strauss* Yes but that is in a very different context. The man 
deserted his children, which is a very unjust act, and then he re¬ 
plies to that that he can get children also elsewhere, which no 
one questions. In a much nobler context this argument occurs in 
Machfavelli's Discourses somewhere of this Countess, an Italian 
Countess, I forget her name, her children had been taken by the en¬ 
emy and she was in a fort and safe and could resist and they said 
we will kill your children if you do not surrender. And then with 
an indecent gesture she said I have the wherewithal to get other 
children. But this was a different context. No I think there is 
no connection between these two other examples. Good. Now in the 
next chapter Aristotle takes up the question of proofs again. But 
he had spoken of proofs already before. Why does he take up the 
subject again? Well, because now he discusses proofs from the point 
of view of the arrangement of the speech and not with a view to the 
intrinsic character. Now when he says in the first sentence 1 of 
chapter 17, the proofs must be apodictic, this is here understood 
in a loose sense, in contradistinction to the emotional and ethical 
and not in contradistinction to the dialectical and rhetorical. 

That's the only way in which I think it makes sense. Now will you 
read the beginning? 

* 

Student* “Proofs should be demonstrative . . . 

Straussi They are demonstrative of the kind we have in rhetoric. 

That must be understood. 

Studenti “and as the disputed points are four, the demonstration 
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should bear on the particular point disputed. For instance, if the 
fact is disputed proof of this must be brought at the trial before 
anything else, or if it is maintained that no injury has been done, 
or that the act was not so important as asserted, or was just, then 
this must be proved." 

Strauss* This is clear. He speaks very laconic but it’s obvious. 

In the later cases he admits that harm was done, but the harm was 
inflicted justly. We must simply supply these missing parts. Yes? 

Student* "The three last questions being matters of dispute, just 
as the question of fact. But do not forget that it is only in the 
case of a dispute as to this question of fact that one of the two 
parties must necessarily be a rogue* for ignorance is not the cause 
as it might be if a question of right or wrong were the issue. So 
that in this case one should spend time on this topic but not in 
the others." 

Strausst So, in other words, what Aristotle demands is special at¬ 
tention to the fact that only in certain cases is the disparagement 
of the adversary absolutely essential. Only in certain cases be¬ 
cause if the opponent's character is not disparaged, the character 
of the other one is necessarily disparaged. It does not come quite 
clearly out by the formulation, but 1 think that is what he means. 
And what he implies I think is this. The disparagement of your op¬ 
ponent will do you harm if it is not necessary to disparage him, 
which obviously makes sense. I mean if in a given case it is per¬ 
fectly sufficient to disparage his knowledge of the facts, then it 
would be very foolish to aggravate matters by disparaging his char¬ 
acter in addition. That is I think what he means here. One other 
point a bit later on, we don't have to read it all, later on when 
he speaks about deliberative speeches a few lines latert 

Student* "In deliberative oratory it may be maintained either that 
certain consequences will not happen, or that what the adversary 
recommends will happen but that it will be unjust, inexpedient, or 
not so important as supposed." 

Strauss* Unjust — so justice and injustice do enter deliberative 
oratory. You know, in the definition which he gave in 1358 b 20ff 
he spoke only of the expedient and inexpedient as the theme of the 
deliberative orator and just and unjust as the theme of the foren¬ 
sic orator. Now this becomes perfectly clear, how Aristotle means 
it. Justice and injustice necessarily arises in forensic oratory, 
whereas not necessarily expediency or inexpediency. And in deliber¬ 
ative, political speech expediency and inexpediency necessarily 
arises, and not necessarily justice. But of course a question of 
justice might also arise. This we have to add to our earlier dis¬ 
cussion of the subject. Now let us then go on where we left off. 

Student* "But one must also look to see whether he makes any false 
statements as to things outside the issue* for these look like evi¬ 
dence that he makes misstatements about the issue itself as well. 
Examples are best suited to deliberative oratory, and enthymemes 
to forensic. The first is concerned with the future, so that Its 
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examples must be derived from the past} the second with the question 
of the existence or non-existence of facts in which demonstrative 
and necessary proofs are more in place, far the past involves a 
kind of necessity.“ 

Straussi In other words, (inaudible) cannot be unscrambled. That 
is the kind of necessity which he means. They cannot be unscrambled 
Here we have a kind of necessity regarding facts, whereas regarding 
the future there is no necessity. It may or may not happen. If 

you say this man is bound to have done this in a forensic speech* 

and we are bound to win this war, this bound has a very different 

meaning in the two cases, and the demands for proof differ according 
ly. He is bound to have done this. This issue is already settled, 
although we may not know how it was settled. As regards the future 
the issue is not yet settled in any way, so there is no necessity 
here, We cannot read everything. Let us read a bit later on after 
when he says in line 21 that political speech is more difficult than 
forensic speech. 

Studenti “Deliberative speech is more difficult than forensic and 
naturally so because it has to do with the future, whereas foren¬ 
sic speaking has to do with the past, which is already known even 
by diviners.“ 

Strauss* Which is a nasty remark. You see, this shows the rhetor¬ 
ical element of which you spoke here. It would be interesting to 
put — well of course that can only be done by studying all the 
works of Aristotle -- to see whether the rhetorical devices used 
by Aristotle are not much more frequent, such as (inaudible), more 
frequent in the Rhetoric than in the others. My overall impression 
is that this is the case. But overall impressions are at best be¬ 
ginnings of a study and not results. Yes? 

Student* “as Epinlenides of Crete has said* for he used to divine 
not the future but only things that were past but obscure. Further 

Strauss* In the early nineteenth century someone said that the his¬ 
torian is a soothsayer turned toward the past, the diviner of the 
past. There is something to that. 

Student* “Further the law is the subject in forensic speaking and 
when one has a starting point . . . 

Strauss* The subject (inaudible), the assumption, that which you 
presuppose. 

Student* “is the assumption in forensic speaking, and when one has 
a starting point it is easier to find a demonstrative proof." 

Strauss* The (inaudible) increase. That is a starting point, that 
which you can presuppose. 

Student* “Deliberative speaking does not allow many opportunities 
for lingering, for instance, attacks on the adversary, remarks about 
oneself, or attempts to arouse emotion. In this branch of rhetoric 
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there is less room for these than in any other unless the speaker 
wanders from the subject." 

Strauss* So the forensic speeches from this point of view are in¬ 
tellectually higher, because it has a clear starting point, princi¬ 
ple, arche, and that’s the law. But there is some starting point 
of course also in deliberative speech, and what is that? 

Studenti The issue. 

Strauss* No, no. What is ultimately the (inaudible) of the politi¬ 
cal speaker? 

Studenti The course of action. 

Another student* The city. 

Strauss* Yes but not simply the city, the well-being of the city, 
the common good. Now the common good is much less clearly defined 
than the law. There is always the possibility of questioning this 
or that interpretation, and therefore from this point of view it 
is lower. Deliberative rhetoric is lower. 

Student* But isn't it a more difficult thing for the deliberative 
rhetorician to correctly see what the end is? In other words, the 
forensic orator\ ; a law, has an easy starting point . , . 

Strauss* But the question is whether the more difficult is neces¬ 
sarily the higher. That's a question. Take a simple example. 

From Aristotle's point of view there would be no question that 
geometry is much than (inaudible). And it is much more difficult 
to make a universal statement in (inaudible) than in geometry. The 
intellectual rank ... it is extremely difficult to do tight-rope 
walking, very difficult, but this does not necessarily prove that 
it is a very high art. The rank of deliberative rhetoric cannot 
be determined on the basis of its peculiar difficulty. Its subject 
matter, its importance, and this kind of thing, has to be taken in¬ 
to account. 

Student* What about, the most difficult kind of rhetoric takes the 
most gifted mam to do it, therefore it's a higher thing because . . . 

Strauss* If the theme were not so much higher — freedom and empire 
than the guilt or innocence of this or that individual, or in a civ¬ 
il suit even less grand, this is the reason why deliberative rhet¬ 
oric is higher. And since in addition it is also more difficult, 
it requires much greater art than forensic rhetoric. But the mere 
difficulty alone would not make it higher. Now a little bit later, 
shortly before 1418 b. 

Student* “If you have proofs then, your language must be both 
ethical and demonstrative. If you have no enthymemes, ethical on¬ 
ly. In fact, it is more fitting should show himself good than that 
his speech should be painfully examined. - 
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Strauss» Now is there not a difficulty here? This seems to con¬ 
tradict what he said earlier in 1417 a 35-36 that people think 
that no one chooses (inaudible) anything except what is useful to 
him. And here he says now the opposite that the enthymemes are 
less important than that the speaker shows himself to be a virtuous 
man. Yes. 

Student* Isn’t there a difference between showing yourself to be 
a virtuous man, and saying that you are a virtuous man? 

Strauss* That is true. That.is quite true. But still, you remember 
the enthymemes . . . 

(first side of tape runs out) 

. . . the enthymerae. I suggested to you, but I'm not satisfied with 
it, that Aristotle is speaking here still of the epideictic speeches 
of which he has spoken before. And this would not necessarily be 
relevant to the forensic and political speeches. But come to think 
of it, it is of course true, as you imply, that if he is a first 
rate orator of amazing cleverness and yet creates the impression 
that he cannot be trusted, then the whole speech is useless. That 
is surely true. I think we have to leave it at that. Another point, 
later on towards the end of the chapter, after he has given this 
quotation from a poet, who is it, Callistratus. Begin here. 

Student* "So much concerning proofs. In regard to moral character, 
since sometimes in speaking of ourselves we render ourselves liable 
to envy, to the charge of prolixity, or contradiction, or when speak¬ 
ing of another we may be accused of abuse of boorishness, we must 
make another speak in our place, as Isocratesl does on the Philippus . . . 

Strauss* We do not need the examples, but there are quite a few at 
a more dignified level in the Platonic dialogues. Of course very 
frequently there is a dialogue within a dialogue, and Socrates says, 
now let us assume someone would say this, then what would we say. 

And this man might very well say, this artificial person created 
for the purpose and for the occasion by Socrates, you are very great 
fools if you say that. Whereas Socrates could never say to his in¬ 
terlocutor you are a great fool. With this we are all familiar. 

Now a few more things about, first of all, chapter 18. Let us read 
the beginning. 

Student* "In regard to interrogation, its employment is especially 
opportune when the opponent has already the opposite, so that the 
addition of a question makes the result an absurdity." 

Strauss* Of a single, the addition of a single question. That I 
think is the point, the effective thing. And then he gives some 
examples of that. And then (inaudible) the famous example of 
Socrates which we know from Plato's Apology , how Socrates with a 
single question finishes off Meletus. Meletus says Socrates doesn't 
believe in God, and he says also Socrates introduces new daemonic 
thing. And Socrates says, how can there.be daemonic things if there 
are no daemons. And what is a daemon, either a god or a half-god, 
let us assume offspring of a god and a human being. Hence, if I 
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believe, if I admit daemonic things, if I admit daemons, I admit 
gods. This simple question here settles the issue. Now after that, 
the fourth example, immediately after he has spoken of Socrates, 

Studenti "Further, when the opponent can do nothing else but answer 
the question by a sophistical solution* for if he answers 'partly 
yes and partly no,' 'some are but some are not,' 'in one sense it 

is so in another not' the hearers cry out against him as being in 

a difficulty. In other cases interrogation should not be attempted." 

Straussi Now this case I believe underlies the downfall of Gorgias 
in the Gorgias . i never thought of that before. When Socrates 
says, you must answer briefly, and he says, yes I'm a master of 
brief answers, and then he's through him because he gets every 
kind of "did you beat, did you stop beating your wife" questions, 
and if he says yes or no, in both cases he is finished. He cannot 
say I must make a distinction. But this I believe, it is really 
more than a mere boast of Gorgias that he can give brief answers. 

It is his awareness of this rule, that the interrogated man must 

as such be able to give brief answers. And the bad impression it 
makes if someone questioned says, well there is no simple answer 
possible, we must make a distinction, there is something fishy. 

This I think is underlying that. And of course the wise point which 
he makes immediately afterward, well we do not have to read thati 
The great question is where you must stop with your questions. In 
other word3 you must have very good tactics where to make this pre¬ 
ferably single question which finishes your adversary off, rather 
then complications where the audience simply cannot follow and the 
whole thing becomes obscure to them to your great disadvantage. 

The next brief remark at the end of this chapter is about jests. 

Student* "As for jests, since they may sometimes be useful in de¬ 
bate ... 

Straussi That is not true. Since it is thought . . . You see 
Aristotle is very dignified. One can say he is the Jane Austen 
among the philosophers. He is infinitely- 3 ' / more, but he is also 
that. He would not say simply, but is thought to be. Then he says 
as little as he can about it. Now what is that? 

Student* "The advice of Gorgias was goodi to confound the opponents' 
earnest with jest and their jest with earnest. We have stated in 
the Poetics how many kinds of jests there are, some of them becom¬ 
ing the gentleman, others not. You should therefore choose the kind 
that suits you. Irony is more gentle than buffoonery* for the first 
is employed in one's own account, the second in that of another." 

Straussi Yes, so in other words, the ironical man jokes not for 
the sake of gain, that is what he means, notin a serving manner. 

The buffoon jokes in order to become acceptable to others, that's 
something serving. And the ironical jokes for the sake of the joke, 
as it were. And of course not every kind of joke is possible. 

That goes without saying. Now the last chapter deals with the per¬ 
oration, and this truly is the peroration, as has been pointed out. 

There is only one little point of curiosity which I would like to 

mention. In about the middle of the chapter, when he comes to speak 
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of the passions to which one night profitably appeal in the perora¬ 
tion, he mentions seven of them and he makes a peculiar selection. 

He omits such nice things like friendship and gracefulness, and al¬ 
so fear and shame. I do not know how to explain this. In other 
words, either you are right,and there is much reason for saying 
what you say, that this is very well worked out. The peroration 
is a peroration; so he does what he speaks about. And if this 
should be true generally, I really could not (inaudible) on the 
basis of what I've understood (inaudible), then these little things 
would also have to be interpreted. I have no reply to that. 

So, I would like to bring up a more general question in conclusion 
of this course, but is there any other point here in what we have 
read today which someone would like to bring up? 

Well we have discussed a few times the question, what has happened 
to rhetoric in the last generation. I disregard now such inter¬ 
esting questions, but very limited ones, for example, the alleged 
or real decay of parliamentary. Some people trace it to the impor¬ 
tance of party discipline, especially in Britian. In other words, 
the chances that a conservative speaker might persuade labor members, 
or vice versa, have become zero, and therefore there is no longer 
a premium on parliamentary debate. There may be something to that* 
but this is not the fundamental issue. The fundamental issue is 
rather this* that if we take rhetoric in the broadest md deepest 
sense, as it was understood by Plato and Aristotle, then it bridges 
somehow the gulf between philosophy and the polis. And this is 
much clearer in Plato than in Aristotle, but it is of course also 
noticeable in Aristotle. Now this gulf is bridged in modem times 
by an entirely different means* in the first place by the popular¬ 
ization of philosophy, or science, and secondly by technology. 
Philosophy, or science, is productive of good things which everyone, 
however non-philosophic, can see to be a good thing, like the dis¬ 
appearance of some man-killing diseases. Everyone can see that it 
is better to have no plagues. There is no question. So that tech¬ 
nology and the popularization of science makes a solution. The se¬ 
cond point of which I spoke last time was the modem concept of 
art, where art is divorced completely from utility, political or 
otherwise, and therefore the artful character and the connection 
between poetry and rhetoric is no longer truly intelligible. But 
there is implied in what I said before, but X would still like to 
spell it out again explicitly, this* The modern notion of science 
which implies the omnicompetence of science at least de jure, de 
facto there is of course no question, but there is no theme which 
is not subject to scientific treatment in the sense of modem 
science, and this scientific treatment if achieved will make super¬ 
fluous any other treatment. Ideally what we call the common sense 
understanding of political things can be replaced by a scientific 
understanding. All common sense understanding is only provisional. 
Now there is however one admitted difficulty. This omnicompetent 
science can not validate or invalidate value judgments. This is 
wholly outside the sphere of science. And here one could say, well 
here is where rhetoric comes in. Rhetoric substantiates the value 
judgments. But the implication of the now prevailing view is this* 
value judgments cannot be supported by any reasoning, scientific or 
rhetorical, because they are radically emotional. In other words 
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the possibility that value judgments might be supported by a cer¬ 
tain* kind of reasoning, namely rhetorical reasoning, is not taken 
seriously. That is an additional reason. 

Now I said on an earlier occasion, and perhaps I can do this today, 
it would be a very interesting and worthwhile study to analyze the 
character of the reasoning employed in the Federalist Papers . This 
is a state paper of the first order, and it is surely not a scien¬ 
tific book in the present day sense of science. It is high class 
reasoning. What kind of reasoning is that? The Federalist Papers 
are so interesting from this point of view because the modern- notion 
of science existed already to some extent at that time of course, 
after Newton (inaudible), but it is, so to say, somewhere in between 
the classical, pre-modern view and the view now prevailing. There 
are a few passages which I thought I should read to you. From #9* 
"The science of politics, like most other sciences, has received 
great improvement. The efficacy of various principles is now well 
understood which were either not known at all or imperfectly known 
to the ancients. The regular distribution of power into distinct 
departments . . ." Meaning separation of powers, and some others. 

So in other words, there is a political science, and this political 
science has progressed in important points in the last century or 
so just as natural science has progressed. And this typical pre¬ 
mise of modem thought is here (inaudible). Now the main state¬ 
ment about science occurs at the beginning of # 31 * -*rl. will read 
to you a few pointsi "In disquisitions of every kind there are 
certain primary truths or first principles upon which all subse¬ 
quent reasonings must depend. These contain an internal evidence 
which, antecedent to all reflection or combination, commands the 
assent of the mind.** Self-evident truth. "Where it produces not 
this effect, it must proceed either from some defect or disorder 
in the organs of perception, or from the influence of some strong 
interest, or passion, or prejudice. Of this nature are the maxims 
in geometry that the whole is greater than its partsi that things 
equal to the same are equal to one another; that two straight lines 
cannot enclose a space; and that all right angles are equal to each 
other. Of the same nature /of these mathematical principles/ are 
these other maxims in ethics and politics, that there cannot be an 
effect without a cause; that the means ought to be proportioned to 
the ends /yo\x see that I made a distinction/; that every power 
ought to be commensurate with its object; that there ought to be 
no limitation of a power destined to effect a purpose which is it¬ 
self incapable on limitation. And there are other truths in the 
two latter sciences /meaning ethics and politics/ which, if they 
cannot pretend to the rank in the class of axioms, are yet such di¬ 
rect inferences from them, and so obvious in themselves, and so a- 
greeable to the natural and unsophisticated dictates of common sense 
that they challenge the assent of a sound and unbiased mind with 
a degree of force and conviction almost equally irresistible." I 
think that is the most important statement about this question of 
(inaudible). Did you notice here something? Here there is no 
place for rhetoric obviously. This is science. But there is one 
little irregularity in this statement. Yes? 

Studentt Common sense (inaudible)? 
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Straussi No, no. Common sense means here simply the unspoiled, 
natural understanding. He speaks here of maxims in ethics and 
politics. There is nothing peculiarlyIpthical here. These are 
rules of prudence in the morally neutral sense of Jthe terra, be¬ 
cause that goes without saying. Machiavelli woulcr^absolutely that, 
that there cannot be an effect without a causej that the means 
ought to be proportioned to the ends — if you want to conquer the 
world you have to have a proper military superiority, and so on. 

So here this is one statement of (inaudible). Immediately follow¬ 
ing he says, "Though it cannot be pretended that the principles of 
moral and political knowledge have, in general, the same degree of 
certainty with those of the mathematics, yet they have much better 
claims in this respect “than ... we should be disposed to allow 
them." In other words, here there comes this slight qualification! 
for one reason or the other the evidence and the scientific charac¬ 
ter is not quite as great in moral and political matters than in 
mathematics. Let me see a few more passages. Yes? 

Student! You seemed to be making something of that "ought." It 
seems to be significant. When you went to the first ought state¬ 
ment ... v • 

Straussi Only in contradiction to present day view, because there 
it sounds so strange that an ought statement comes . . . But of 
course one could easily satisfy our contempories saying what he v: 
means is thisi if you want the end, you ought as a sensible mam 
wish also the means. 

(From #3^)i "Admitting that we ought to try the novel and absurd 
experiment in politics of tying up the hands of government from 
offensive war founded upon reasons of state, yet certainly we ought 
not to disable it from guarding the community against the ambition 
or enmity of other nations. ... To judge from the history of 
mankind /jL rhetorical argument/, we shall be compelled to conclude 
that the fiery and destructive passions of war reign in the human 
breast with much more powerful sway than the mild and beneficent 
sentiments of peace \ and that to model our political systems upon 
speculations of lasting tranquility is to calculate on the weaker 
springs of the human character." In other words, it is not wholly 
baseless because these springs exist. There is a kind of calcula¬ 
tion going on on the other side, but an unreasonable one, because 
you must calculate on the strongest springs. And then he comes to 
the question,"What are the chief sources of expense in every govern¬ 
ment." And the answer is of course, all other expenses are insig¬ 
nificant in comparison with those which relate to the national de¬ 
fense, Now this is here one of these axiomatic presuppositions on 
which , . . (inaudible). The basis of the argument is the history 
of mankind, what Aristotle would call examples — but a bit more 
than examples, because he means of course that there are no examples 
to the contrary. There was never a period of say fifty years in 
any country without war. Good. • 

Now here we have another most important truth. Well I have not 
(inaudible) everything, a few more points. (From ff^7) i "No pol¬ 
itical truth is certainly of greater intrinsic value, or is stamped 
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with the authority of more enlightened patrons of liberty /you see, 
the one is intrinsic, the other is from authority, i.e., rhetorical 
than that on which the objection is founded. The accumulation of 
all powers, legislative, executive, and judiciary, in the same hands, 
whether of one, a few, or many, and whether hereditary, self-appoint¬ 
ed, or elective, may justly be pronounced the very definition of 
tyranny. ... In order to form correct ideas on this important 
subject it will be proper to investigate the sense in which the pre¬ 
servation of liberty requires that the three great departments of 
power should be separate and distinct." This in other words is a 
most important truth,- the separation of power, but it is not of 
mathematical clarity. There is some qualification needed. A com¬ 
plete separation would be even fatal, as is shown in the next num¬ 
ber. Later on in #49 they stress the necessity of political ar¬ 
rangements having their basis in opinion as distinguished from 
knowledge or science. "If it be true that all governments rest on 
opinion, it is no less true that the strength of opinion in each 
individual, and its practical influence on his conduct, depend much 
on the number which he supposes to have entertained the same opinion." 
Here is obviously a rhetorical argument. In a scientific argument 
the number of people who agree with*it is utterly irrelevant, al¬ 
though in certain kinds of scholarly discussions questions seem to 
be settled at the present time by this method. Then he goes on» 

"A nation of philosophers is as little to be expected as the phil¬ 
osophical race of kings wished for by Plato. And in every other 
nation, the most rational government /I.e., men of science 7 will 
not find it a superfluous advantage to have the prejudices of the 
community on its side." Here, therefore, naturally this applies 
to the authors of the Federalist themselves. And these remarks in 
#51« "Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. The interest 
of the man must be connected with the constitutional rights of the 
place." And so on. The wise men, the scientists, use the opinions and 
the passions which can never be replaced by knowledge. You will ne¬ 
ver have a community of knowers who act from knowledge. The result 
of the deliberations of all collective bodies must necessarily be 
a compound as well of the errors and prejudices as of the good sense 
and wisdom on the individuals of whom they are composed. How can 
perfection spring from such materials? In #80 a sentence begins as 
follows, "If there are such things as political axioms...." You 
know he seemed to say before that there are such axioms in politi¬ 
cal science as in mathematics. This is now questioned. Yes there 
are a few more. Let me see. Here a statement in #681 "This pro¬ 
cess of election affords a moral certainty /now moral certainty was 
always understood in contradistinction to mathematical certainty 7 
that the office of President will never fall /though Strauss reads 
"never," the Rossiter edition reads "seldom."^7 "to the lot of any 
man who is not in an eminent degree endowed with the requisite qual¬ 
ifications. ... It will not be too strong to say that there will 
be a constant probability of seeing the station filled by characters 
pre-eminent for ability and virtue." Probability does not mean here 
of course something which you could figure out mathematically, or 
the figuring out of which in mathematical terms would be of any use. 
Moral certainty is theoretically speaking a probability. Now in 
the main I would say, although there are surely quite a few things 
which are straight from modern political thought, peculiarly modern 
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